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Author's Abstract

The purpose of this study was to further develop the
biagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement (DSLI) and to

determine its reliability and validity. A national strat-
ified random sample of school systems (118 schools)
participa.Led in a three-:year study which involved a pre- and

post-survey administration.

Split-half estimates of the DSLI's reliability were

computed. TheSe estimates came in terms of the Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficients which were then

corrected by the Spearman-Brown Prophesy Formula. The

reliability coefficients exceeded .9'6 and were significant

at the .0001 level in every instance. Content validity

was demonstrated in relationship to Rensis Likert'S "rofile

of Organizational Characteristics." Data results were sub-

jected to-a Principal Components AnalYsis and the obtained

factbr matrices were clarified thrOugh'Varimax orthogonal

rotation. These results demonstrated construct validity,
i.e., the items in the DSLI do accurately and adequately
support Likert's theoretic structure. A practical utility
experiment (construct validity) demonstrated that scores

for targeted DSLI items change significantly (.05 level).

In conclusion, the DSLI has added to the available,
theory development and its accompanying technology. The

.DSLI is a reliable and valid diagnostic survey which can

be used for both research and field leadership improvement

purposes.
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CHAPTER I

'IntrOduction

John Gardner (1963) stated.that.the tides of change
which move society on to, new solutions or catastrophes
run deeper than the swirling events of the day. He

claimed that one of the deep tidal currents - perhaps ,

the most fateful - is the movement over recent centuries

toward the creation of eNieh larger, more complex, and More

highly organized social'groupings.:. It is a vital trend

with great implicationg for the. schools and other institu-

tions in our society, for continuous igrowth depend§
ultimately upon'the ihdividual and the groups to Which he-

belongs.
v)

The tidal current of la\rge organizations as a fact of.

life in educational institutions gives rise to the need for

looking closely-at the organ4ation and'admirfistration of

schools.° John Miner (1967) started a research project_in----

an attempt to establish selection_prOcedures-TdrSchool
,administrators'and end..i.al-hirS.ttUdy by stressing organiza-

'tional character, because,the data could not be explained

in terms of the occupation based Selection models with

which he began'the study.

It is this problem of aWareness that
studies of organizational character. g-

-such as those presented in Part 3. cah.

overcome.' By applying a clinical.
approach to the analysis of organiza-
tions, using appropriate measurement
techniques, it is possible to describe
the character Of a particular school
district at a_point in time." Given
this knOWleCge'Of existing struCtures,
steps can,be taken to introduce-bhange,
if tAis seems apprOkriate....An analo-
gous:diagnostic. cot, descriptive process
at the level of the crucial variables
may well be a necessary corldition for
organizational change as well. Just

\as s'alient aSpects of his personality



are often hidden from an irdividual'S

.awareness, so apparently ar,:e many

crucial variables of organizational
character hidden from the members.
(Miner, 1967, p. 86)

It is the identification of the ctucial variables and

means of measuring'them wherein lies a major problem related

to the organization, administration, and productive effect-

iveness of schools. The purposeiof this study was to _

identify some of the crUcial variables in school organizations

and to develop a reliable and valid instrument to measure

them. ,
,

Management Theory

A short review, of management theory is given to help

understand the'developmental nature underlying citir attempts

to cope Agith life in organizations.

The Classical Theory

The classical theory emerged:in the arst part o the

present century. Writers such as,Dennison (1931), Gulick

and Urwick (1937), Urwick (1947) ; Mooney (1947), and Taylor

(3948) built/their theories of organization and the admin-

istrative processes around such basic constructs as: task

specialization, chain oDcommand, unity of direction, and

span of control. The classical thory was built'around

these basic constructs and the Concept of "economic man";

i.e., people work primarily for the economic rewards which

the organization provides.

In the classical view there is a pyramidal structure

with'power centered in tfie hands of those'at the top of the

pyramid. The old army structure-best represents this line

and staff organization and the flow ot authority from the

top to the bottom,

The Human ggrations Aeory

Whereas the classical theory might be viewed as

fundamentally stiucturalidt in design; the human relations

theory might be viewed as antistructuralist. Another way

of stating these differences is by pointing out that the

classical theorists'emphasize
the formal aspects of organ-

ization.and the human relationists emphasize the informal

structure.

13."
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The move to a human relations emphasis began with the
discovery of the "Hawthorne Effect." Elton Mayo
(Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1942) _showef: the existence of
an entirely different panorama of how people function in
organizations.

In schools this discovery.of the importance of the

group took the.form.of "democratic supervisionl' and to a

lesser degree "demoCratic administration." In the 1950's

many educational authorities emphasized the human relations
approach in their writings. W. A. Yauch (1949), Kimball
Wiles (1950)., John Bartky (1953), and Mackenzie et al. (1954)

are among the respected educational authorities who advocated
the human relations approach.

The Modern Synthesis

Fabei and Shearron (1970, p. 97) claimed that modern
theory began when equal attention was first given to formal

and informal organization; When the first scholar began to
put the contributions from bureaucratic theory, scientific
management, and human relations in proper perspective. One

of the first writers to make this attempt was Chester
Barnard.

Barnard (1938) pointed out that the cra-S-Sical theory of

organization as defined by its proponents is unworkable.
According to him, the organization functions through the
interactions of individuals. People bring the formal organ-
ization into action and to study andiunderstand organizations,
one must know' about-the satisfactions which-individuals
receive from the organization, the relationship of the formal.

'and informal organization, and the 0.Mportance of communica-

tion. Barnard stressed the point\that there are important
differences between effectiveness and efficiency.

Bar ard cl imed that the informal organization had to
be taken into account in all organization gettings, The
classical theorists missed this point that Barna'd made so

well that no matter how well the formal organization is
planned, the activities and interactions of all'its. members
(informal organization) will not conform strictly to ,the

blueprint. Once formal organizations are established, they
inevitably create and nourish informal organizations.

-

Chris Argyris (1957) made the point that whenever the
goals, values, or norms of the informar.organization are in

opposition to those of the formal,the results are disruptive.
Argyris argued for a "Reality-Centered" leadership style-

1 4
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which should attempt to bring congruence between formal

organization demands and informal or4anization needs.

On.the basis of Baraard's work, one might reasonably

define the form'al organization as a system of conscidus,

coordinated activities; whereas, the informal organization

is unconscious, indefinite, and unstructured. _Barnard'

-showed how intimate the relationship is between the two.

These theories of Barnard were further developed by Herbert-

A. Simon (1947) who expanded Barnard'-s ideas about authority

and the formal organization by dealing with the way that the

organization influences the decisions of the individual.

Some of these modes of influence include: authority, commu-

nication, training efficiency, and organizational loyalty.

Authority, according to Simon, involves an expectation of

obedience by one and a willingness to obey by another.

In the field of industrial management, McGregor, Blake

and Mouton, Likert and Argyris, among other authorities,

have been conducting research and writing about ways to

bring the formal and the informal organization into a, viable

relationship. Among others, some prominent theorists

attempting to do the same thing in eduCational administra-

tion have been Getzels and Guba (1957), Guba (1960),

Hemphill (1962), Halpin (1966), and Griffiths (1969).

Robert Owens (1970), p. 46) gives further support to

the position that present day views of organizations

generally represent some kind of synthesis of two earlier-

held concepts: the formal organization and the informal

organizationlrHe-believed-that we have_passed through two

periods of sharply differing ideas about organizational

theory and that the present period represents a synthesis

of earlier points of view and new knowledge and under-

standing. The present view then holds, that schoolsare ia

reality complex organizations which h.47ve at least tyo'

specific characteristics: the formal structure of Ithe

organization and the informal structure.

-

The Systems Approach

The establishment of the formal and informal aspects of

organization led to the consideration of a systems approach.

15



General Systems Theory--

General systems theory is designed to be an all-
inclusive way to view the interrelationships among Various
eleMents and the whole'in much the same way as Gestalt

psychology does. Gordon Hearn (1958, p. 38) stated,that
general,system theorists believe .that it.is postible to
represent all forms of- animate.and inanimate matter as
systems. -Applications of. systems theOry to.industrial
management haS,been promoted by British scholars at the
Tavistock Institute.. One of the ideas growing out of the
Tavistock studies :(Kast and Rosenzweig,.1970) is that of a

sociotechnical system. According to this view, any produc-
tive organization or part thereof.is'a combination of
technology and a social,system. ._Technology includes task

requirements, physical layout, equipment available, and the

like. The social system:is, the-systempf relationships
among People who must.perform the taSks.

The modern view states in essence that school organi
zations Should be considered as technical and as social
syStems interacting within a general.systems framework.
Individuals in social relationship..make up the psyChosocial

subSystem. The general atmosphere is affected by many
variables;. some integral,,.some peripheral. Societal.culture

sets an.oVerall framework; educational mores and practiCes

have an impact; and many other variables ate pecUlial: Là

'the specific educational organization. Technology and Struc-

ture affect educational organizational productivity, as do'

.the attitudes and morale of the students and staff involved.

The,GetZels-Guba (1957. ;?. 423-441) model which
describes the organization a social system having an
organizational (nomothetiC) and a personal (idiographic)
dimension has been used as the theoretical framework for a

number of school organizational studies. Some of these

studies are described by Getzels, Lipham, and Campbell

(1968). ChrIS' Argyris (1957, 1964) has identified dimensions

similar to-the idiographic and nomothetic and has used this

framework to investigate organizational behavior in industry.

The researcher has applied Argyris' framework to the study

of organizational behavior in Schools (Byrnes and Mullen,

1959) .

Open Systems
...

Amaiai Etzioni (1964, p. 49) summarized the contri-

bution of modern theory by stating that it has broadened

its concern to include:



1. Both formal and.informal eleMents of the organi-

zation and their articulation;,
2.. The sc:ppe of informal groups and the relations

between such groups inside and outside'the organi-

zation;
3. Both lower and higher ranks;

4. Both social material rewards and their effects.

on each other;:
5. The interaction between the organization and its

environment;
6. Both work and nonwork organizations.

Etzioni claimed that this broader view enriches the study'

of any single element by providing a context within which

sto place it and points of reference for judging ats impor-

tance to the organization.

Open systems are characterized by input-output relation-

ships with their environment,and according to Griffiths

(1959, pp. 116-117) open systemS are further characterized

by:

1. Tending to maintain themselves .in steady states;

2. Being self-regulating; .

3. Displaying equifinality; that is, identical results

can be obtained from different initial conditions7

'Operating, in part, through the dynamic interplay

of subsystems which operate as functional processes;

5. Maintaining, in part, their steady states through

feedback processes.

Organizational Effectiveness or Health

'Systems theory shOws promise ,for use in eVaitiating,)

organizations. Owens (1970, p. 55) pointed out that tradi-

tionally, organizations - including schools - have been

evaluated in terms of goals set for them. Since it is a

rare occasion when an organization Tully achieves all of its

goals, this goal-model evaluation'of organization only tends

to make the evaluation almost always negatikre in tone.

Etzioni (1964, pp. 16-17) stated that low effectiveness is

a general characteristic of organizations. He described

-
goal-model evaluation as: .

analagous to an electrical engineer
who would. rate all light bulbs
"ineffective" since they convert
only about 5 percent of their,

.17
6
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electrical energy into light, the
rest being "wasted" on heat.
(Etzioni, 1964, pp. 16-17)

Organizational Health

Chris Argyris (1964, p. 123) used tile concept of
organization effectiveness in much the same way that Miles

(1965, p. 17) and Bennis (1966, p. 44) used the term organi-

zational health. For- Argyris effectiveness hinges on'the

oganization's ability to: achieve its goals, maintain
itself internally, and adapt to its environment% Organi-

zational health or effectiveness according to these writers

refers to the processes through which the organization
approathes problems. Most of theotechniques which have been

used for measuring the effectiveness of an organization have

een characterized by some kind of self-study approach.
Owens.(1970, p. 170) listed some of the kinds of survey data

which are meaningful to the study of organizational health

of schools:

1. How decision's are made and how they should be made;

2. Morale;
3: The relationships between teachers and principals;

4. How the school relates to the community;

5. Communication - its adequacy and clarity;

6. Organizational climate;
7. How satisfied people are with their roles in the

sChool and why; -
B. Goals of the school and how,to interpret them.

The systems approach for examining organization health

adds a dimension which has been largely neglected; i.e.,

an examination of the operating relationships which shOF1d

exist in order for the organization to function effectively.

In order to do this it is important to establish the organ-

izatiorial processes which determine the effectiveness or

health of the operating relationships.. To date, it appears

that these processes have .not been clearly established; and,

altliough instrumentation to measure organizational health.

(climate) is- available there are only meager data to support

the Claims made.

ci

Instruments Widely Used to Study
Educational Leadership

In this section themost widely used instruments in the

study of educational leadership are reviewed.



The Leadership Behavior Description.
Questionnaire (LBDQ)

The LBDQ (Hemphill, 1950; Hemphill and Coons, 1957;

Stogdill, 1969),a product of the Ohio Leadership Studies,

was originally designed to measure'nine constructs pertinent

to leadership behavior. Through factor analysis these nine

constructs were reduced to two basic dimensions. -The two

resultant dimensions were defined as "Initiating Structuie"

and "Consideration" (Hemphill, 1950). Stogdill (1974)

reviewed 60 studies which used the LBDQ. Lowin, Hrapchak,

and Kavanagh (1969) conducted a suriiey of the,literature
-and concluded that the LBDQ was measuring different things

in different situations. They (Lowin, 1969, p. 240) also

indicated that "Initiating Structure" and "Consideration"

may have positive,.zero, or negative cofrelations with
effectiveness and morale indices. Hemphill (1949) and

Lipham (1964) both claimed that their research indicated

that the initiating structure sca'e teems to be multidimen-

sional-.-7-In--spite of-these-cautio: s-,---Hencley (1973, p. 157)

noted that studies were still being published which treated

"Initiating Structure" as unidimensional.

Leadership Behavior Description
Questionnaire - Ideal Form
(LBDQ-Ideal)

Hemphill, Siegel, and Westie (1951) developed an "Ideal

Form" of the LBDQ. This form differed from the LBDQ in that

it asked questions about how an ideal leader_would behave.

Hemphill et al. (1951) found that the discrepancies between

members' expectations coacerning, and their observation-sot,

the leader's consideration and structure were more highly

related to various measures of group performance than were

expectations or observed behavior on the two scales. Halpin

(1957) used this Ideal Form with educational administrators

and found that the leader's ideal of how heshoul& behave

was not highly'related to his behavior as described by

subordinates. Since the LBDQ Ideal Form is based .on the

same items and concepts:as are found in the LBDQ, it is

subject to the same limitationsand_criticism as is the

LBDQ.'

Fiedler's Least Preferred
Coworker Scale

Fiedler's (1967) contingency model has generated

.considerable 'research- This model postulates that' a leader's

.effectiveness is contingent upon three different factors of



the situation, which are: (a,) leader-member relations

(group atmosphere); (b) task structure (requireMents of the

particular task);,and, (c) the amount of,powek there is .

inherent in his position_jFiedler, 1967, pp. 143-144).

High least'-preferred coworkers (LPC) leaders tend to:be
person-oriented, warm and friendly; whereas, low liPC leaders

tend to be task-oriented, objective and distant (Fiedler,

1967).

.

Graen, Orris, and Alvares (1971) and Graen, Alvares,

Orria, and Martella (1970) failed to confirm Fiedleres

findings. guntc1971) found that low LPC managers and-high

LPC supervisors had the best performing groups, while the

poorest perforMing'groupS were those with high LN managers
andlow LPC supervisors. ,It was also follnd in the Hunt

study that the two-level interaction effect predicted worker

satisfaction better than either LPC effect alone.

Organizational-Climate Description
Questionnaite-(0CDQ)

Halpin and Croft (1962) felt that the LBDQ with its two

factors did not adequately represent situatibnal leadership.,

behavidr. They developed four factors to describe the

school principal's pehavior and four to describe the behavior

of teachers. The OCDQ was designed to place schools on a

continuum from closed to open climate.

Kenney and Rentz (1970) reviewed 123 studies which used

the.00DQ and concluded that some of the faults noted with

the LBDQ_also applied to the OCDQ. They found that the

factor stru-cture underlying the instrument can be expected

to shift radically.
-

The Qrganizational Climate_pescription Questionnaire

has generated hundreds of studieS-1n--this country and many

abroad, but these studies have 'been primariIy-correlational

in nature. In addition, Halpin and Croft give -I)iintas

to what might be done in a particular situation in order to-- .

.

attain a desirable cliffiate. Andrew Hayes (1972, p. 6) in

his study, A Reappraisal of the'Oxganizational Climate

Description_Questionnaire, stated that the OCDQ does not

seem to be applicable to urban-schools. Hayes,also'pointed

out that the OCDQ items which are meant to be indicators of

a construct dre beginning to be inadequate because of the'

passage of time.

Great changes have occurred in the Schoolsand n
society*Since the OCDQ was constructed. A process suCh as

2 0
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decision-making never changes, but a particular example of

\,a decision made by a school administrator can only be reacte&

to in relacionshig to the situation and time in which it

occurs. Some of the'same criti4.sms of "time binding" items

and'ihe question of how the infdlmation obtained might be

useful for.increasing the effectiveness.of the organization

are also applicable to the other instruments previously

, described.

SOme other cautions have been raised,about'the-use of

the OCDQ. WatkinS (1968, pp. 46-60) and also Carver and.

Sergiovanni (1969) pointedout that this instrument' was

developed for elementary sChOOls and maY not be appropriate

fOr other sChool settings.- The instrument tends not to be,

valid for large:elementary schools andcertainly not for

large secondary schools. It is:argued that the referent7

point principal needs to be changed to someone closer to

the teachers.

An additional problem relgted to determining organiza-

tional effectivenessA.n. schools wiih the existing instruments

is that few if any of these:instruMents ettempt.to-meastre
.:the effect that the school Organization.haS on students.

It may. well be that student organizational dysfunctkon is -.-

,of-far greater signifiCance.to the-school. organization than

:that of any o-ther. group' in the .School.,

Summary
-/,

The existing instruments focus primarily on the climate

of the school, but fail to take into account:that.the cli-

mate of'.a paraculir' schoOl is certainly strongly influenced

by the total school system climate. There is a need to

consider the organizational health of the total sSrStem as

A' well as the health of the subsystIms.1

orddr to-deal more effectiely/with organizational
health, it seems that a systems approach is the most appro-

, priate. 1n-taking a systems approach students need to be

included in the population which is being surVeyed and

spme attempt'needs to be made to approach the examinatidn of

organizational effectiveness through critical processes

-rather. than 'time-binding" acts which in a fast changing

society become archaicas soon as they are stated. .

,

' 21. .
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RensiS Likert's Model for Increasing
Organizational Effectiveness

Over a period of many years Likert has been conducting '

research in industry about factors in the structural, psycho-
social, and managerial subsystems which contribute to
increased organizational effectiveness. He described this,'
research and some of the results obtained in two books -
New Patterns of Management (1961) and The Human Organization

(1967).

Based upon the principle and practices of the managers

who are achieving the beet results, Likert (1961, pp. 97-118)
revealed a newer theory of'organization and management. The

following section contains an abstract of some of the overall
characteristics of Likert's theory and a general integrating
principle which he felt can be useful in attempts to apply

it.

-HI4h-Pradu-cing-Managers-

The highest producing managers used all of the technical

rekmrces of the classical.theories of management as com- ,

pletely as did the low producing managers, but in quite --

different ways. The difference was that high producing

managers used motives which they believed to be important to

influencing human behavior; whereas the low producing man-

agers more often used direction, control, and motivation
through the exercise of their status authority and the

application of hierarchical and other economic pressures.

In essence, by tapping the.farr-S-tfength-of all ego7-economic,

and group motives; the higg producing manager had developed'

their organizations into highly motivated, cooperative social

systems wherein members of the organization pulled con-
"-certealy toward commonly accepted goals.which they had helped

to establish.

How did these high producing managers do this? One

clue gathered from the data showed that treating people as

"human beings" rather than "cog's in a machine" is a variable
highly related to 'the attitudes .and motivation of the sub-

ordinate at every level in the organization.\
Likert_(1961, p. 102) showed through\his studies and

pointed out that similar data from other studies revealed

that subordinates reacted favorably to experiences which

they felt were supportive and contributed to their sense of

importance and personal worth. Likert also pointed out-that

these findings are supported by substantial research on

2 2



personality.development and group betfavior.- Everyone wants'

to feel'that he.has,a place_in the.world and deserves.
appreciation, recognition, influence, a feeling'of accom-

plishment, and a sense of dignity and-importance with.other

people. AcCording'to Likert, research,finaings.indicated
that the general patterns of-operations of.the.high producirkg

managers more often reflect.the following characteristics; .

1. A preponderance.of favorable atti-
tudes on the Part of:each .meMber of
the'organization toward.all'the'other
members, toward superiors, toward the'.

work, toward the organization - toward
all aspects of the job. These favor-
able attitudea reflect a high leyel of:

mutual conadence andtrust thrOughout--
the organization. The Members feel a.
high.degree of identifidition with the
organization and its 'objectives and:a
high sense of involVement.in achieving
.them. As a consequence4 the Perfor-

- mance . goals are:high and dissatisfactiOn
may ocdur whenevereChteveteht falls,
short of goals set.

2. This highly motivated, cooperative
orientation toward the organization
and its objectives is achieved by
capitalizing on all the major motiva-
tional forces which exist in an
organizational setting. Reliance is
not placed solely on the ecOnomic
motive of buying a man's time and
.using control 'and authority as the
organizing and coordinating principle
of the organization. On the contrary,
the following motives are all used
fully and in such a way that they
function in a-cumulative and .rein-
forcing manner and yield favorable
attitudes:
,.._The ego motives.

The securitY motives.
.. Curiosity, creativity, and the

desire for neW experiences.
. The economic mptives.,

By tapping all the motives which yield--
favorable and cooperative attitudes,
maximum motivation oriented toward-

r



realizing the,organization's goals,
at well,as the needs of each member
of the organization, is aáhieved.

3. Th stccessful organization consists.
.of a tightly knit, effectively,
functioning social system. This social
system is made up of interlocking work
-groups with a high degree.of group
'loyalty among the members and favorable
attitudes and trust 4Detween superiors
and subordinates.. Sensitivity to others
and skill in personal interaction and
the functioning of groups are also

present,. Thege skills permit effeptive
participation in ,decisioris on commoh
problems. CommunicatiOn iefficieñt
'and effective. There is a flow fro
one parst of-the organization to ano her .

of all the relevant information i or-
tant for each decision and action. The
leadership in'the organization has
developed a highly effectiVelsociEl
system for interaction and mutual
influence.

4. Measurements of organizational perfor-
, mance are used primarily;for self-

guidance rather than for superimposed
control. Participation and involvement
in decisions is a habitual part of,the
leadership processes. This kind of
dedision-m-aking requires the sharing of
available measurement and if additional
information or measurements are needed,
steps are taken
(Likert,-1961, pp. 98-99)

Fligh producing managers used the above-mentioned
motivating forces and other processes by recognizing that

theY are likely to be discerning and reinforcing, when each
individual in the organization,feelS that his imEeractions
with others are of such a charaCter that' theY' convey to,the
indiVidual a feeling of support and recognition for big -----
importance and worth as a perspn.

Likert'further claimed that'hot only is it important

re--levant-motives but it is also-essential- to
recognize that an individual's reaction to any sittation

always a function, not of the absolutf4 character of the



interaction, but of his perception of it. "It is how,he

sees things that count, not objective reality" (Likert,

1961, p. 102).. Individuals in an organization interpret

interactions between themselveS and the organization-in

terms of their background and culture, their experience and

expectations.
. .

t

The principle Of supportive relationships stated by

Likdr't is:
r,

The leadership and other processes of
the organization must be such as to'
insure a maximum probability that in all
interactions and all relationships within

the organization each member will, in

light of his background, values, ahd
expectations, view the experience as

supportive and ,one which builds and
Maintains his sense of personal worth

°and importance. (Likert, 1961, p. 103)
9

What Likert and others have been discovering through

research studies is that the supportive-participative

management sy'stem achieves higher, or at least equalr

productivity levels with fewer of the resentments, hostili-

ties, grievances and breakdowns inherent in management

systems using the tradltional principles of administration.

In light of these, findings Likert raised an important

question.

If this pattern is so consistent, why is

it that the majoi.ity of supervisors,
managers, and top company officers have

not arrived at these same contlusions
based Don their oWn experiences? .

(Liker , 1961, p. 61)

His answer was that most organizations deal wit0 inadequate

easurement processes_.
Organizations_too often secure

measurements dealing only(with end resqlt variab1es such as

production, sales, profits- and percentages of net earnings

to sales. 'Likert stated that.there is another class of

variOles which significantly influence the end result ones.

Zhe 9ther variablesere seriously neglected in .present

measlarement practices.

. The organiz,ational variablces were defined by

the following manner. A

0

p
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'tausal" variables inClude the
structure of the -anization and.
management's policies, decisions,
business and leadership strategiO,
skills and behavior.. ,

The "intervening" variables reflect-the'
internarstate and health of the organi-
zation, e.g., the loyalties, attitudes,,
motivations, performance goalsi,and'
perceptions 0 all members and tlipir
collective eapacity. for effectlive inter-
action, comrqunication, and decision
making.

-

The "end-result" variables are dependent
variables. which reflect the achievements
of the organization, such as its produc-
*p.vity, costs, scrap loss, and earnings.
(Likert, 1967, p. 29)

The interrelationships'of these variables were shown
by tikert (1967, p. 75, see Figure 1). AbcordAng to Likert

(1967, pp. 76-77) the causal variables can be.altered.or'''.

modified and they areindependent(variables. The intet-

vening yariables are produced largely by the causal le&riables
'and they in tntn' have ,an influence upon the.-end-result

variables. akert (1967,J). 7-7) also claimed that,the
variables, as shawn schematicallli in Figure 1,'reveal a
direction of cauSality and-the importance of'an especially
important variable, time. ,

To get a' more accurate pidture of organiational-health
, -

and product1vit17, it is important to be able to show what is

happening with regard to the dausal.variables such as

management philosophy, supervisory hehavior,'and organiza-

tional structure; intervenng variables such as attitudes,
expedtations and motivational.forces; and, end-result
variables such as' programs, co t and achievement. Likert

(1967, Appendix II, pp. .97`-211) has developed a "Profile

of Organizational Chara risti hich plot eight organi-

zational processesvpd, lib-Categories for each along 'a

_continuum ranging fhISystexn I (exploitive-authoritarian)
to System II\(benevolent-authdritarian) to System III
(consultative) to System IV (participative). ,The processes

and sub-categories as listed below' are identified by Likert
(1967, p. 14,3) as being causal, largely CaUsal, or inter-_

.vening.

:.'z7z
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4.

Causal
Variables

Inter-
vening-
Variables

rrid-
Result

Variibles

If a manager has:

Well-organized plan of operation
High performance goals
High-technical competence

and if the_mandger mana7

SYSTEMS 1 or 2

(direct pressure for
results, including
carrot and stick and
other practices of the
traditional system)

via:

SYSTEM 4

(stresses thd importance'
and dignity of individ-
uals, group methods of
supervision and over-
lapping groups involved
iyn decision-making)

his organization will display:-)

Less group loyalty
Lower performance goals
Greater conflict and

less cooperation
Less technical assis-

tance to peers_
Greater feeling of-

unreasonable pressure
Less favorable attitudes

toward superiors
Lower motivation to

produce

-

-Greater group loyalty
Hither perfOrmance goals
Greater cooperation e

More technical assis-
tance to-peers

Less feeling of unrea-
-sonable pressure

More favorable attitudes
toward suppriorS

Higher motivation to
produce

.(and his organi.2-ation7will reach:),

Lower. 15r6duction levels
Higher costs of

prodUction
Lower quality of product
Less..satisfaction to
members of the
okganization'and to
the publigoit serves

Higher productiOn levels
Loyer cost of
production

Higher quality of
product

Greate'r satisfaction to
members6of the organ-
ization and the public
'it serves

:Figure 1. Likert, R. The human orgsanization: Its manage-

ment and value. New York:--McGraw-Hill, 1967, .p..76.

1.7
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1. Leadership processes used

1.1 Extent to which superiors have
confidence and .trust in subor-
dinates

Causal

1.2 Extent to which subordinates in Intdrvening
-aim have confidence and.trust
in superiors

1.3 Extent.to which superiors dis-
play supportive behavior toward
others

Causal

1.4 Extent to which superiors behave
so that subordinates feel free to
disduss important thing's about
their Jobs with,their immediate

Causal

superior -

1.5 Extent to iighich immediate Caubai
-superior in solving job problems
generally tries to,-get subordi-
nates' ideas and opinions and make
constructive use of them

Character of motivational forces

2.1 Underlying motives tapped
, 2.2 Manner in whiah motives are

used
2.3 Kinds of attitudes developed

toward organization and its
goals

-

2.4 Extent to which motivational
forces conflict with or reinforce
one another

2.5 Amount of responsibility felt by
each member of organization, for
achieving organization°s goals

2.6 Attitudes toward other members
of the organization

2.7 Satisfaction derived

3. Character of communication process

3.1 Amount of interaction and commu-
nication aimed at achieving
organization's objectives

3.2 Direction of information flow,
3.3 Downward comMunication

3.31 Where intitiated
3.32- Extent:to which superiors

willingly share information
with subordinates

Causal
, Causal

Intervening

Intervening
-

Intervening

Intervening

Intervening'

Intervening

Intervening

Intervening
Causal



3.33 Extent to which communi- Intervening
cations are accepkt?d.by
subordinates

3.4 Upward communication
3.41 Adequacy of upward commu- Intrvening

nication via line
organization

'3.42 Subordinates' feeling of Intervening
responsibility for ini-
tiating accurate upward
communication

3.43 ForceS leading to 'accurate Intervening
or distorted in&rmation
upward

,3.44 Accuracy of upward commu- Intervening
.nication via line

3.45 Need .for supplementary Intervening

upward bommunication
system

3.5 Sideward communication its . Intervening

adequacy and accuracy
,3.6 Psychological closeness of Largely Causal

superiors to sUbOrdinates
(i.e., Triendliness betw9en
superiors ahd subordinates)
3.61 How well does superior Intervening

know and understand
problems facpd by sub-
ordinates

Z.62 How accur;#te are the per-
ceptions by superiors and
subordinates of each other

Intervening

4. Character of interaction-influence process

4.1 Amount,and character of inter- Earoly_Sallsal

action
4.2 Amount of cooperative team-

work present
4.3 .Extent to which subordinates

can influence the goals,
:methods,,and activity of their
units and departments
4.31 ,As seen by superiors Intervening

4.12 As seen by subordinates Intervening

4.4 Amount of actual influence which .=Intervening

superiors can' exercise over the

goals, activities, and methods e

of their units and departments

Intervening

Intervening



4.5 Extent to which an effective .

structure exists enabling one
part of ,organization to exert
.influence upon other parts

5. Character of decision-making process

5.1 At what level in organization
are decisions formally made?

5.2 How adequate and accurate is
the information available for'
decision-making at the place
where decisions are made?
To what extent are decision
makers aware of problems,
particularly/those at lower

--levels in the organization?,
5.4 Exteht-to which technical,and

-professio-nal,knowledge is used
in decision-rnk-ing,

6.5 .Are decisiCns made a-t-the best
level in the organizatidn -as-far as
5.51 Availability of the most

adequate and accurate -

information bearing on the
deciSion

5.52 The motivational conse-
quences (i.e., does the
decision making process
help to create the'neces-
sary motivations in those
persons Who have to carry
out the decision?)

To what extent are subordinates
involved in decisions related
to their work?
Is decision making based on
man-to-man or group pattern-of,
operation? Does it encourage
teamwokk?

5.3

tausal

Largely Causal

Intervening

56

5.7

C aracter of goal setting or ordering

0

Intervening

Intervening

Intervening

Intervening

Largely.CaUsal

Largely Causal

6

6

1
2

Manner in wthich usually, done
To what extent do the different
hierarchical.levels tend to,
strive for high performance
goals?

Causal-
Intervening



6.3 Are there forces to accept,
resist, or reject goals?

7 Character of control processes

7.1 At whattlierarchica1 levels in
organizationdoes major or
primary concern exist. with
regard to the performance- of

thecontrol `function?.

7.2 How accurate are thelneasure-
ments and information used to
guide and perform the control
function, and -to what extent-

do forces exist in the organi
zation todistort and falsity'

this inforMation?
7,3 Extent to which, the.review and

control 'functions are concen-
.

trated
7.4 Extent to which there.is an

informal organization present
and supporting 6r opposing'goals
of formal organization

7.5 Extent to which. control data
(e.g., accounting, productivity,
cost, etc.) are -used for self-
guidance or group problem solving

by managers and now-Supervisory
employees, or used by superiors
ln a 'punitive policing manner

8. Performance goals and training

Intervening

Largely Causal

Intervening

Largely Causal

8.1 Level of performance goals which
superiors seek to have organi-

zation achieve
8.2 Extent to which you have been

given the management training

you.desire
8.3 Adequacy of training resources Intervening

provided to assist you in training

your subordinates

Likert has.used these above variables to develop an,instru7.

ment called the "Likert Profile of-a School." Ha11.-(1972,

pp. 586-590) reported a study which compares the Halpin and

Croft's organizational climates and Likert and Likert's ,

organizational systems. Hall's findings are interesting to

note in this comparison.

Intervening

Intervening

Intervening.'

Intervening



ThepoSitively significant relationship
found: between organizational climates
classified by the.00DQ'and organizational
systems clasSified by the Profile'of,a
School'supports the cbncept.that the
organizationdl model froth which the OCDQ
Was developed is comparabie to that from
Which the Profile Of a School was
developed. .

It.appears that organizational structures
do differ.along certain lines, which
supports attempts to classify.them: All
-of the schools classified by the:OCDQ as
open Were classified as eithet systeM III
or system IV by the Likert Profile, but
only.nine of the thirty schOols-clasSified-,
as closed by the OCDQ belonged.to systeMs I'
and II according to the Likert question-
naire. Analysis of available data gave ho
explanation for these phenomena; (Hall,

1972, p. 589)

17

The important contribution of the Likert model,
however, does not lie in its being able to discriMinate
whether a school organization is a system I, II, III, or
IV type, but its value as used in this research is.that it
can permit diagnosis of dysfunction of a system and provide

direction for the development of organizational health. The

Likert organizational model is an open system's one', for it

meets almost all eight areas for data gathering called for
by Owens (1970, p. 170) and listed on,page 7 of this report.

Even more importantly, baSed on over 20 years of research
by Likert and his associates, it identifies organizationdl
processes which *can provide direction for improving
organizational effectiveness.

Diagnostic Survey for
Leadership Improvement

The Likert theory was chosen as the foundation upon
which the Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement
(DSLI) was developed. The-purpose for the development of

the DSLI was not to characterize the climate of-schools,
but was to diagnose areas of difficulty that school leaders

were having With the causal and intervening variables as
tapped through Likertis organizational process. The



DSLI is designed-to diagnose the problems which-students,
teachers, and administrators are having in key school
organizational processes. The diagnosis is given for the
department, the overall school, and the overall system.

Unintended Consequences

The notion of diagnosing problems in the human organi-
zation is not dissimilar to the medical approach to health
and the treatment of sickness; i.e., diagnoses provide
clues to treatment. The theoretical underpinning for this

idea of the need for diagnosis'in the realm of organizational
behavio'r comes from Chris Argyris.

Let-us pause tO make it clear that we
are not suggesting that all, organiza-
tions suppress individuals'-self-
expression nor that all individuals
desire psychological success. The
basic hypothesis is that the'organi-
zation will tend to develop unintended
consequences when there is a lack" of
congruency between individual needs
and organizational demands. Although.
we have focused on the 'incongruency
between the need for psychological
success and.the 'requirements of the
lower levels of organization, this Is
not the.only. possible incongruency.
We predict the same unintended conse-
quences will occur if the individual
does not desire to experience psycho-
logical success and the-organization
requires an individual:to do'so.

On the other hand, the unintended
adaptive activities already discussed
should-not tend tO exist where there.is
a significant degree of cOngrUency
between individual needs and organi-
zational demands.- for 'example, if the
individual.does need to eXperience
psychological sucdess and the organ-..
ization requires it, and if -the individ-
ual does not desire to experience
psychological success and the organi-
zation makes it difficult to do so.
(Argyris,. 1964, p.- 67)
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Another.notion that the investigator hasA.s that
students comprise the majority population in school Organi-
zations and that any measure of organizational effectiveness
must include an attempt to investigate incongruencies or
discrepanCies'between student, needs and organizational.

demands. We are all too familiar.with the.adaptive. behaviors.

and.perhaps have not begun to realize fully. the:Unintended .

conequences that schoolorganizatiOns are causinT.because
of- neglect of 'including students in our .organizational
studies. .3f otganizational,theory-is even close to
mirroring reality.When. it stresSes the importance of.the
inforMal organization, then we can ill afford,to ignore-the
fact:that students play a Major role in determining the
effectiveness of 4 school organization.

Organization Development JOW

Another impetus underlying the development:of adiag-
nostic organizational instrument came . from the literature
dealing with, organizational development. Lewin (1958, ..

pp. 197-211) laid the groundwork for an evolving Managerial

Change strategy called:organizational deVelopment when.he
developed the notion that individual and 5r0Up change is

.most effectiVe when-norms and:standards'regulatingmeMber
behavior'are changed-,. Bennis (1969,,AD. .2).'defined organi-

zatiOn development as .a complex educational strategy
intended to change the beliefs; attitudesvalues, and
structure of organizatiOns so that'they can'better adapt

to-new technologies, riarkets, challenges and the dizzing

rate of chaiige itself. He believed that thrOugh the. Collec7

tion'and feedback of relevant aata to, relevant people, -nore

choices become available and hence better decisions are

made. 'Organization development is the name that BeCkhE

(1969, p. 7) 'and'others attached to total-systeMi p1anLJd7.

change -efforts for coping,with'some of the current problems
facing managers in. Modern organizational life. The Strát-'

egies used'by OD agents.are: diagnosisi foci of attention

With relevant' groups end. intervention.

Summary

The preceeding material has been given to provide the

rationale for the underlying theory and the need to accoM-

plish the purposes ofcthis research. The purposes, ,

restated, were:

1. To investigate, in a number of school systems of

various sizes iR various regions of the United



States, discrepancies between how it ."Is"Nand_how

it "Should Be" in various school processes it
various levels of the school systems and with

.
different segments of the school populatioh; .

2. To provide the participating school systems with \
the diagnoses to, be used for their own purposes; \

3. To determine the measureifient chaTacteristics of the

DSLI; i.e., answers to the questions of'reliability

- and validity;
4. To.'lprovide the documentation necessarY for rep-

lication.

In Chapter II descriptioriS are given of: ,(a) procedures

of sample'selecticin; (b) the developmental background of the

DSLI; (c) procedures used for carrying.out the study; and,

(d) reporting and recommended data use procedures.

Chapter III presents the statistical procedures, the

measures of reliability and validity and norms derived'from

the national sample.

In Chapter IV conclusions.and recommendations are given.

_ --,
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CHAPTER II'

. METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The'Sample

For use in this study, a stratified random.sample of
school syetems from throughout the United .States was drawn

by the-Research'Triangle-Institute (RTI) of Raleigh, North

Carolina; The-sample was designed, to be representati-re Of

all public school eysteis.with enrollment in excess of stoxy.

students. The allocation of,sChopl systems to the various
strata was intended to be in proportion to the total Pupil'

enrollment. In Appendix= A (The Chronological Procedure of

the Study). a biief,descriptioh is-given of 'the proCedure .

utilized to contact-and enlist system. cooperation' in thel

study. In !liable 1 the, planned sample allocation and number

of'school systems which did.participate_are shbwh.

Table 1.

Sample Allocation to School System
by Size ofSystem

Size of System
(tbtal enroll-
ment)

Number
of

Syetems
Number of
Ipupils (000)

Planned'
Sample

.Actual
Sample

25,000 or more 184 13,247 14 . 10

10,000 to 24,999 558 8-498 8 7

5,000 to 9,999 1,110 7,725 8 6

Total for Sample 1,852 .
30 23a

Population
.24:&170

aGrossmont Union High SchoO1 System with three participating
schools participated in the pretest'(1974), 'but did not

participate in the posttest (1975):

30'
25



As can be seen in the above table, the number of
participating systems turned out to be less than driginally

planned. The time schedule was the major problem in getting

the desired number. New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, '

Philadelpiiia, -and Boston city school systems -were all con-

tacted in October, 1973. Ndne of these systems participated,

but in each case by the time the answer was given, it was

too late to consider making replacement selections. Inthe
New York City district case, the school district officials
and principals selected did agree to participate, ,but the
professional union vetoed the agreement: In Boston, survey

forms were actually delivered/on site, but the racial
problems in that school district were so demanding of time

and energy that it was decided by the school officials to
withdraw from the project.

In Appendix II a complete. listing of. the participating

school systems Anciparticipating SchoOls within each system

are given. School system stratum identification-is-also
made in this listing.' Primarily.because'of the probleMs
deScribed earlier (enlisting large school system partici-.
Pation) stratail, 2, and,3 werenot utilized. /There were -

two participating school,systems in each Of strata A,. 6, 7,'
13,'114, and 15; there was one participating. school

.system,in each:of strata 5, 8, 12, 16, and 17. Table-2,

.shOws the distribution of school sYstems by regions for the

stra;ta that were involved in the.study._ .
2

Distribution ofoSelected School Systems
by Stratum

Strata
Region 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 Total'

a
Bast

North b
-Central,

c-
South

14estd

1 1 1

1 1 1 1

1

1 1 2

1 6

2 12.

3 .

Totals 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 23

a'
S,tates (2) - MassachuSetts Rhode Island

bStates (5) - Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri

cStates (6) - Alabama, Florida,-Louisiana, Tennessee, Texas

d
. Virginia

States (2) - California, Oregon



SysteM Selection

Public school system size was the criterion used to
determine the parameters for each stratum within the total

samPle. Themodel for the national simple Called for the
selection of two school systems from within7each stratum.
Under this Schema, thefirst stratum would consist Of the

two largest school systeMs in the United StateS arid the
cummulative total enrollmerit of these two systems vould form

the size parameters'(within statistical limits of varia-
bility', for the remaining.strata. This approach resulted
in-a cummulative total of'1,882,134 students forming the
first stratum, of the'national sample..

To determine the remainder of the sample,' all schcol -

systems in the United States were listed in order of .

descending size-of student enrollment down to the predeter-'
mined lower limit of 5,000 students. Beginning at thestop

of this list and working down in descending order of size,

school system enrollments were'aggregated until the 'total

aggregated enrollment equalled the cumMulative total of the

two systems in the first stratum. This list of school-:

systems. then formed the second stratum of the Sample. From

this list, two school syStems were randomly selected for
invitation to participate in the study. This same procedure

was successively repeated until all1Tschbol systems within

the United States having studerit enrollments greater than

5,000 were 'represented in the pool.

This procedure resulted in 16 strata of two school

systems each for completion of the national sample. Bscause

of the atypical nature of the 'two school systems in the first

stratum (to each. otl\er or to other school systems in the

nation), these two systems were ach placed in a separate

stratum. This procedure resulted in a final sample pool of

l7 strata with stkatum one and two consisting of one school

system each and theremaining 15 strEtu consistinr- of two

school systems each.' As explained earlier, the time schedule

prevented a full implementation of the'sampling model: See

Table 2 for the distribUtion of selected participating school

systems,by stratum.

School Selection

Within eaCh selected school system, the sample- -design

called for the selectiori of,a total°of seven schoolS,for
participation in the surry research.project. Twc) of the

schools Were to provide ,pool of eleventh-gxade students

apd their total staffs, for, participation in the Project;



two-schools were_to Provide a pool of ninth grade students

and their.total staffs; two schddIs-were-to-provide_ a pool

of seventh grade students and their total staffs; and,'One----
elementary school was to provide its staff only. The
participating schools were selected in the following manner.

All schools within. a selected sdhool system that con-

tained a participating grlde level (11th, 9th, or.7th) were

identified. These schools were listed along with their
respective student enrollment in the designated grade,
Where actual enrollments by grade were not available for
individual schools, appyoximations of grade level enroll-
ments were made using an approximation formula. Application
of this formUla results in a statistically acceptable
approximation of the grade level enrollment within a
particular grade level in a designated school.

These student enrollments Were accumulated alongside
eaqh entry on'the'School list to determine the total:enroll!-
ment in th e. school.system in the selected grade level. This

- further allowed for the Idcation of the.numerical designation
for.any 'student within the system. Upon completion of this

.step, two School selections.were":Made using' a table,of

random numbers. .
These numerical Selections .were located.on_

,the accuMmulated liSting of_-Student enrollments Within the

System. The schools in which the designated Students were.
,Iodated were the schools'selected to participate..in'the-
s udy.' 'Figure 2. giVes he approximation .fOrmula and a
mple application.. The procedure was repeated for'each

g ade level'within th% school system-to identify the:six H

chools.that involVeestudent participation in the project

A single elementary school within each schodl system
as selected for fadulty participation only in the survey
esearch.projedt. .This was accomplished by listing all of

the elementary school§ within the system and using a table
of random numbers to idefitify the selected school. Appen-

dix B lists the names-of the participating schools and the

grade .level(s) surveyed.

Selection of Staff Participants

All of the professional and non-certified staff .per-. .

sonnel in each,of the selected scilools within a selectdd
system were" designated to participate in the survey

research project.-



State Enrollment
per Individual
'Grade

-State _Enrollment
per Total Grades,
within an Indi-
vidual School

Kangas Enrpllment
per Eleventh Grade

9,744

120,565
Kansas Enrollment
per Grades 10-12

Total Enrollment,
of Individual
Participatin-g
Sdhool Unit

Sample

Total Enrollment
of School #1 ,L

2411

School
Grade Total Enrol. per.

Enrol. Grade 11Schdol # Range

A

School Epr011ment.
per Grade Level

Eleventh Grade
.Eprollent of
School #11"

'795.

Cum.'
Grade Selected .

Enrol: Schools

1 10-12 2411 i795

2 10-12 1597 527'

3 10-12 2082 087

10-12 mg. 6.97

5 10-12 2370 .' 782

''6,/
/ .

10-12' .2460 811

,795, 2*'(0882)

1322 1* (1404)

2009

2706

348!

*Random numbers selected for identifying selected tchool

were 1404, 0882, 545. tie school causing the accuMulat d
tOta1 to equal or-just exceed the random number was .the

//school selected. .

.

Figure 2. Approximation forMulal.and a =sample illustrating
the random selection of -schools by.school" enrollment data.



.
Selection of-Student Participants,.

Within daCh, selected-schoOl; a'student grouping such as
homerooms, -or English classes that would iAclUae and be
limited to all- students.in the deSitnated grade level within

,..the'school-was identified. The. ideAtified grouping's were'

listed.. Using a table of:random nuMbers,. a gUantitVof
:.student groupings were Selected .to kOvide's tbtal'of.
approximately 140 students per'school to participate in

the survey-research'project-

Assignment of Subj-dbt Area
Response Designations

Student'respondents in the'survey research-Projec.t were

'asked to respond to the leadership -within.oneof four

academic departmenES-intheir school. 'Tfie four departMents

were, language arts, sociaIstudiescienCe, and mathematics..

The.four departments were listed, and usingS table bf
random numbers, oneof the foUr subject-areas was assigned
'to each of the selected, student groupings referred to in'

the preceding.section. This resultedin a relatively uni-

form distribution of student responses tO'eachof the four

-academic areas Within-each.individual.dchoOl aS well as, .

.across sll schoolS in the national, study.- A.fifth'student
. .

groupingwas 'randomly selected in orderto survey one of

the ,remaining.fourdepartments (healthi physiCal education
andH.safetyv,homeand-industrial arts; vocational_education;-'

T'end,..fine.arts).. these remaining four sUbject-areas.were
, distributed in a balanced manner across. ail SchoOls in the

.study. -

Table.3 gives the totals, and able 4 gives the position.

and department ofbthe people who participated the studW.
4 /

Position-

Table 3

Number of Total Participants
° in the.Natibnal Sample

,

Totals

Students

Teachers

Department Heads

'fther Certified Seaffa

11;897.

4,420'

517

561 -

aOther certified 'staff inclades.the A'dsistant

cqunselors, and librarians. . pd



Table 4

,Number of Participants
in the Subject Aread

Lang. Soc: -

S.

Phys. Ind. - Fine

Position Arts St. Sci. Math Ed. Arts Voc. Arts

x.Students 2959 2793 2504 2491- .-147 211 253 261

Teachers 893 548 430., 4,97 -.298 301 343 245

,Diagnostic Survey DevelopmemC

In the late sixties and early seventies school
desegregation wat ,a major issue in the Georgia school

systems. The writer spenf much time and effort working with
Georgia school systemt-to help provide smooth transitions
from the former Oual school system operation to integrated

systems. These transitional movements to integrated schools
highlighted the human problems in school organizations.

Inilqegrating,schools many administrators needed
`supporting data to justify making changes to integrate the
black teadhersnd students fully into the formerly white .

dchool system: In working with these systems the writer
suggested to several school superintdndents that an instru-
ment Vase:Lon- Likert's Profile of OrganizatiOnal Character-
isticsmight be helpful in uncqvering and dealing with pot
only the "blvk people problems," but also the "white people*

problemt." Bhcouragement to proceed was given and the
development Of 'the School Organizational Development Ques-
tionnaire (SO4Q),which was later named the Diagnostic
Survey for Leaaet'ship Improi.rementADSLI), began.

of ti--A(2L-)Q-DSTJI

In.Chapter Is, on pages 17-20, the Likert Profile of
Organizational Characteristics is given. This profile was

used as .the guiding-framework for'developing the SODQ-DSLI.
Originally all eight of the processed described by Likert

were used-to deveq.op items for inclusion in the SODQ-DSLI.



However, after several factor analyses.of the_items,'three

processes'were dropped because the factor loadings for'
items written for those processes caused the iteMs to shift

and load in other processes.. The.three.Likert proceSses

dropped were: ,(a) Character of motivational forces:. (b)

Character of goal setting Or Ordering; and, (c) Performance
-

goals.and training.

'Item Development 1970 to 1973

Rather than describe the writing of all the items at

each stage of the SODQ-DSLI development,.the ones 'grouped-

.under one, Of the Likert processes-will be.used to describe'

item-developMent. This Likert process (Leadership Processes

Used) haS been renamed.and is- nowreferred to as "Confidence.

and Trust."

The first items were written in the Fall of 1970..r

Likert's
Leadership Processes Used

Confidence and Trust

1. Confidence and trust in
.subordinates

2. Confidence and trust i
superior6.

3. Superiors display sup-
portive behavior.

4. Superiors behave so that
subordinates feel free to

.discuss things about the

job.

5. SuperiOrsstry to'get and
use subordinates' ideas.

SODQ - 1970
Confidence and Trust

Items

1. Your superiors have
confidence and trust in
you.

2. You have confidence and
trust in Your superiors.

-3. Your superiors treatfirou
in such away that you
have a feeling -of self-
worth.

4. You.feel free to discuss
things with your suiSe=

riors including problems
you are having in school.

5..'
Your superiors try to ge
and use your ideas and
opinions on school life
and work problems. ,

r

1

1 The SODQ was administered in two Georgia school systems

'Ito all students in grades 7 through 12 and all certified

4 3
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staff. These twq systems were-both=rural school systems in

the mid-eastern\Oection of the state. A total of 2,640
students and 712 teachers were involved in this first

administration. An oblique rotation factor analytic treat-

ment was applied.to the data obtained from this first
administration add each item was rewritten. The number of

items was reduced from 47 to 39.

Likert's
Confidence and Trust

Process

SODQ - 1970
Confidence and Trust

Items

1. Confidence and trust in
, subordinates. ,

2. Confidence andtrust in
superiors.

3. Superiors display
supportive behavior.

4. Superiors behave so sub-
ordinates feel free to
discuss things-

5. Superiors try to get
ideas.:

1. Your superiors have con-
fidence and trust in you'.

28. Your superiois share
their feelings and prob-
lems with you.

2. You have confidence and
trust in your superiors.

31. You treat your superiors
in ways which make them
feel that you trust them.

10. Your superiors treat you
in ways which make you
feel important.

26. You feel free to share
your,feelings and prob-
lems with your superiors.

34. Your superiors try to
get your ideas about
school life and work
situatioris.

.This revised form of the SODQ was used (1971-72) in the

.
Atlanta.Public School System, a Youth Dev opment Center in

Macon, Georgia, and in the Coweta Public S hOol System in

Newnan, Georgia. Again factoi analytic tre tment was applied.

During this revision the "Dalé Chall" and Sc'ence Research
Associates' "Reading Ease Calipulator" were 1.2.ed to write each

,item at a'fourth grade readability levei.

4 4

33 .



Likert's SODQ - 1973
and Trust Confidence and Trust

Process .Items

1. Confidence and trust
in subordinates.

2. Confidence and truSt
in superiors.

3. Superiors display sup-
portive behavior.

4. Superiors behave so
that Subordinates, feel
free to discuss things.-

,

1\t

5. Superiors trY to get.
.

..deas.

1. Your leaders have faith.
and trust in you.

4. Your leaders work with
you in such a way that
you like tO do what they
expect you to do.

YQ,u, feel friendly with
your leaders.

32. Your leaders share their
feelingS with you.

35. Your leaders share their
problems with you.

5. You have faith and trust
in your leaders.

15. You feel close to your
leaders.

Your leaders treat you in
ways which make you feel
important.

11. Your leaders know how it
is Irom.your point of yiew.

23. You share your feelings
with your leaders. -

26. You share your prOblems
with your leaders.

34. Your leaders try:to.get
your ideas.,

Item Development 1973-1976

After the grant from the National Institute of Education

(NIE) was awarded, 2,1 more items were written and the SODQ

(now 65items) was printed by Westinghouse Learning Corpo-

ration in a machine corable booklet. A pretest was
administered to 125 schools in-1974. These data were factor

analyzed and 13 of the 65 items were-eliminated. .



,

The SODQ was renamed and the final version was printed.-

The name was changed from the School.Organizational Develop-

ment Questionnaire SODQ, to:the Diagnostic Survey for

Leadership amprovement - DSLI, because principals in the
field expressed the feeling that the survey would be less
threatening if the diagnostic aspect was stressed.

In 1975 the posttest was given and,subsequent Factor
analyses were performed.\ The final placement of items in
organizational processes is shown below.

/-
Factor 1 - Confiden6e and Trust. The perceived and

desired degree of trust, cooperation; and closeness as they
exist betWeen formal school leaders and their subordinates.

Likert' DSLI - 1976
Confidence and Trust Confidence and Trust

Process Items and Factor LOadings

Confidence and trust
in subordinates.

2. Confidence and trust
'in superiors.

1, Your leaders have faith
and trust in you. (.72)

4. Your leaders work with
you in such a way that
you like to do what they
expect you, to do. (.58)

12; True and complete infor-
mation is used to rate
what you and your peers
do. ,

(.41)

18. :You feel friendly with
your leaders; ' (.53)

49. Your leaders share with
you most of the infor-
-mation you need or want.

(.45)

5. You have faith and trust.
in your,leaders. (..66)

15. You feel close to, your
leaderS

44. Your peers accept what:
is expected of them. :.

4
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3. Superiors_ display 16.

supportive behavior. 0

32.

41.

4- -gUperiors behave so tiiat

sub-Ordinates feel free
to discuss things.

14.

26.

5. Superiors try to get
ideas.

17.

Your leaders leave you
free to control your
behavior. (.80)

Your leaders suPport and
back you up. (.66)

Needed work gets done
. because of the way your
leaders and peers work
together. . (.63)

Leaders are told what
they should know in an
open way by.the ones who
are involved. (,51)

You share your problems
with-your leaders. (.47)

When decisions are made
they aie based on infor-
mation which you think
is 'right and fair. (.62)

Factor 2 - Communication. The perceived and desired

adequacy of communication as it is expressed upward, down-

ward, amd laterally in the school organization.'

_Likert's
Character of Communication -

Process

DgLI - 1976
Communication Itemd
and Factor Loadings

. Amount of interaction
and communication aimed
at achieving organi-
zation's objectives.

2. Downward communication
-2.1 Where initiated
2.2 Extent tO which

,superiors willingly
share information
with.subordinates

2.3 Extent to which com-
munications are
accepted by sub-
--oidinates

You communicate with
leaders to help improve
things. .(.59)

20- ,Ideas tor ways to imprOve
things come:from All-con,-

cerned'. -

25.; Your-leaders show: that,.
work done:by you'And rour
peers is.important...(..80)

1 . You know howthingS are
'from your.leader's :point

_
ADE view. :(.35)



3. Upward communication
3.1 Adequacy of upward

communication
3.2 Subordinates'

feelings of respon-
sibility for ini-
tiating accurate
upward communication

3.3 Forces leading to
accurate or distorted
inforMation _upward

3 4 Accuracy of upwaid
communication

24. You are able to improve
things. (.80)

30. You and your peers tell
it "like it is" to your
leaders. . (.53)

34. Your leaders try to get
your ideas. (.59)

1,

,Factor 3 - Control. The perceived and desired use of

organizational reward and penalty mechanisms as this use

operates to accomplish school tasks.

Likert's
Character of Control

Process

DISLI - 1976
Control Items arid
Factor Loadings

1. .At what.hierarchical
levels in organization

'does major or primary
concern exist with
regard to the performance
of the control function?

.

2. How accurate are the
measurements and infor
mation used tO guide and

.

perform the cOntrol
function*-and to.what
exteilt.do forces exist. in__
-the organization to distort
and falsify this.infor-

, mati.on.

3. Extent to which the'
review and control
functions are concen-
trated..;

29. Those not in charge show
as much concern about a
job being done as do
leaders. (.35)

42. Your leadors try tO.get
you to reach high goals.

(.55)

51. Informaion on what, you
do ahd how well you do
it is used to help
solve problems., (.63)

-

41. You take part in judging
your perfomance. (.46)

1.



4. Extent tc which there.
is an informal organiza-
tion present and sup-
porting or opposing goals
of fOrmal organization.

'28. Your leaders provide
chances for you to work
with your peers in
friendlY-ways. (.50)

3 .
Youihave.the chane to
show.concern for others.

(.52),

You are encouraged to
Tive,help to -others t6
make things befter-(.64)

,

your leaders use what'
theY know.about "how
you ax'edoing" to help
you improve. (.51)

5. Extent to which control 6.

data are used fOr self-
guidance or group problem
solving by managers and
non-supervisoiy employees,
or used by superiors in
a punitive policy manner.

Factor 4 - Decision-Making. The perceived and desired

adequacy of the basic structure and method as they operate

to make school organizational decisions.

Likert's ,
DSLI - 1976

61:.racter of Decision-Making Decision7Making Items and

Process Factor Loadings

1. At what level in organi-
zation are decisions
'formally made?

7. 'Decisions are made through
teamwork.D (.54)

39. You or your peers influ-
ence what happens to you.-

(.68)

2. Howadequate and accurat6 10.

-is the information avail-
able for.decision-making
at the place where
deciSions are made? '

3. To what ektent'are 11.

decision makers aware
of,problems, particularly
those at lower levels in

38 .

the organization?

38

You or your peers take a
part in making decisions
which affect you. (.42)

Your leaders know how it
is from your point 'Of

view. (.50)

The people who make deci-
sions which affect you
are aware of the things
you face. (.46). --------



_
t .

4. Extent to which tech- 22. When.your leaders know \\,,

nical and professional your ideas they try to
knowledge is used in use them. (.44)

decision-making:..
,

5. HAre decisions made at
the best level4n the
organization a.c. far as:
5.1 Availability of the

most adequate and
accurate infor-
mation bearing on
the decision

5.2 The motivational
consequences (i.e.,
does the decision-
making process help
to create the neces-
sary motivatidhs in
those persons who
have to carry-out the
decision?)

35. Your leaders use' your
help to solve a cOmmon
problem. (.46)

. You or your peers can
take part in improving
things. (.39)

6. To what extent are sub-
ordinates involved in
decisions related to
their work?

37. Decisions are made by
those close to the probr
lem source. (.58)

. Is decision-making based 2: Teamwork iS used to

on man-to-man dr group improi/e things. '(.39)

pattern of operation?
Does it encourage team-
work?

,
.0

Factor-5 - Interaction-Influence. The perceived and
desiredindividual and group.interactiOn:at they'influence:

the accomplishment of schOol tasks.'

Likert's
Character of Interaction-

Influence Process/

DSLI - 1976
Interaction-Influence Items

and Factor Loadings,

1. Amount and character o
interaction.

5. Your leaders work with
you and your-peers in
friendly ways. (.56)

4 . Most all work together to
get' the job done. (.55)



2. Amount of cooperative 1

teamwork present.

3. -Extent to which sub-
ordinates can influence
the gbals, methods and
activity df their units
and departments.

Amount of actual .
inf1pence which superiors
can exercise over the
goals, activities, and
methods of their units
and departments.

. \Extent to which an
effective structure
ekists enabling one part
of\organization to exert
influence over'other
parts.

5 . Most all,get"along well'
and"help each other.

(.51)

27. You or aipur.peers can
help .bring about changeS
in what Is_done. .

A . .
Things aie organiztd, so.
that you or yoUi. pObrs
can .help make. decisions..

(.'61)

The leaders work with'
their peera and people
below them to'make the.
dedisions. (.56)

. Your leaders:discuss
with .you.or your peers
ways toimprove things;

5

. Your leaders treat you .
in,ways which make,you
feel important. (.53)

46. Your leaders use what
they, "find out" to make
things better. (.64) °

40. Decisions are made in
such a way, that you do
not mind carrying them
out. (.47)

\

Directions for Improvement
l\

As a result of field visita-Eions to participating

'schools, "Diredtions for Improvements" were developed for
each of the 52 ktems. Principals repeatedly asked project
staff for ideas k)out what corrective action to take when
they received da*reports on the results. It was .not

possible td!..:program\specific treatment recommendations to
apply'td ean psu 24em for each,Of the various positions

and levels. However,\it was decided that general suggestions

could be developed from,the Likert theory for each iteme

Id`
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Thesr, suggestions were developed and built into the computer
program report, so that every time the,computer printed oUt
the ten items with the highest intensity score, "Directions .

for Improvement" were printed alongside- thd:'-corresponding

items. The 52 "Directions for Improvement" axe given in e'

Appendix C. Examples of the "Directions for Improvement"i
for items and the Likert theoretical base.source in each of
the five organizational processes (factors) are given.below.

Factor 1 - Confidence and Trust. The Likert base for
the DSLI item I (Your leaders have faith.and trust in you)
is,"Complete confidence and trust in all matters." The

cor presonding direction for iMprovement is, "Leaders
demonstrate'bytheir actions that they value contributions
lanich subordinates make to-Organizational tasks."

Factor 2,- Communication.' The Likert base fdr the DSLI
item-29 (You communicate, with leaders to help improve things)
is,"Mucp interaction and dommvolvaton.aimed at achieving the
(3Tgahization's oWectives with b6th individuals and groups."
The corresponding direction for improvement is,-"Encourage
subordinatesitto comMunicate problems and'base action decisions

upon this communication."

Factor 3 - Cohtrol. The Likert base for the DSLI item
29 .(Those not in charge show as much concern about a job
being done as do leaders) is, "Concern for performance of
control functions likely to be felt throughout organization."
The corresponding direction for improvement is, "Subordinate

p narticipation in the identification of organizatioal tasks' .

promote's mutual concern for successful task completion."

Factor 4 - Decision-Making. The Likert base for the -

DSLI item 7 (Decisions are made through
Tak

teamwork),is, "DeCi-

sion ing e'widesly don throughout.organization, 'although
well integrated 'through linking process provided by over-

lapping-groups." The oorresponding-direction for improvement
Is, "Representatives from different 'organkzationaI levels

form decision-making-teams."

Factor 5 - Interactioh-Tinfluence. The Likért base tor
phe DSLI item 45 (Your leaders work with you and your'. peers

Open and friendly*ays) :is, "Extensive, friendly_inter=
action with high-a-egree of confidence and 'trust." The
corresponding direction for. improvement is, "Leaders:should
structure tasks whereby leaders and/or subordinate-6. can

interact in an open and friendly way."
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The Use and Administration
of the DSLI

A

The 52 items in the DSLI are designed t&diagnose the ,

discrepancies and the intensity of these discrepancies as

related tc the '"ists" and "shoUld be!s" of the items in

defined organizational processes. The basid assumption
undergirding the diagnosis is one stated by ChriS Argyris

in his book, Integrating thé,-Individual and the Organization

(1964) .

The organ1ation will tend to
develbp urlintended consequences
when there is a latk of congruency-
betWeen individual needs and organ-
izational demands. (Argyris, 1964,
p. 67)

. By determining wherft there are incongruencies between ,

organizational demands (causal variables) and-individual
needs (interyening variables) the school organization can
develop intervention strategies which,when implemented,
will result in a more efficient oP'eration as concerns the

way'people work together in schools. These incongruencies
'are diagnosed for the students, teachers,and administrators
at the teaching, department, school, and overalltsystem

levels.

Purposes
.

The purposes of this biagnbstic.Survey for Leadership
Improvement (DSLI) are: (1) to diagnose the problems
which students, teachers, and administrators are haYing in

the communication, control, decision-making,' inteaction-
influence, and confidenpe and trust processes at the

teaching, department, school, and system levels;' (2) to
detetmine if the problems are more or less serious with'

minority racial groups'in -the school and with subgroups at
the' various levels; (3) to provide the ten most driical
items (measured by iritensity of' difference between the -"Is"

and "Should Be" responses) of each subgroup at the level

surveyed; (4) to give "Directions for Improvement" (derived

from the theordtical framework used) for each "Critical, '

Item" identified; (5) to stimUlate'the develoPment.of inter-

vention strategies (based upon the "DirectOns for Improve-

thent") by encouraging leadetsat each level to.develop

"Action Plans" to reduce.the intensAty of.the ten items

identified.
53
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.

Use-
.

..
The school as the basic unit of analysis, In a school

system of any size, an$ndividual school, any number .of
schools, or all-the,SChodls ih the entiTe system are able.to
use the DSLI,- Eachtein in the survey has been determined
to be on a fodrth grade-reading level. This determination
of reading level is based,:onboh'the Dale/Chall and the

SRA' formulas. In the national study the DSLI has been used,

with random samples of students in the seventh, ninth, and \\
eleventh grades. It has been'used with all professional
staff who attend sahoOl faculty"meetings in elementafy,
middle or junior high, and Senior, high participatinq
schools. All staff assigned to a° School Who usually attend
professional faculiy meetings \are the ones who take the
survey. ..It is recommended.that all students in a etiddle
grade. level (gradp 7 is, the middle grade level for a school

with grades 6, 7.4 8; grades 10 4nd 11 are the middle grade
levels fcA a scgool with grades 9, 10, 11-, and 12) be used

as, the student' population: RandOM sampling procedures for
selection of students at a grade level may be used. If a

random selection procedure is used\, it is recommended.that
a minimum of 30 students be used fOr each teaching area to
be surveyed. Students can be surveyed in each of the ei)ght
identified subject ereas or the student survey can be

restr;cted to ,the.four major subject areas (language arts

social studies, science, and mathematics).

Students'xespond to the leadership patternsiof teachers
in One-of eight specified, subject areas (language artsr

-7,social 'studies; science; mathematics; health/physical edu

vcatiop/Safety; home/indUstrial'arts; vocational education;

fine arts). Studehts also respond;tothe leadership
patterns of the principal's staff and/or the .principal.

Tea,chers respond to-the leadership patterns of their
department chairman. ,-Teachers also respond to the leader-
shipIpatterns of the principal's staff and/or the principal.

1. -.
,

. -
/Department chairmen and area coordinators respond to

,theiIeadership patternS of the principal's staff and/or, the

principal.

jThe4other certified/staff [assistant principal(s),
counselor(s), libraria9XS), etc.], tespond to the leadership

patterns of the'printiPal's staff and/or the principal..
They also respond to ihe leadership patterns of the
person(s) directly aliove the PFincipal in the central office.



,
The principal responds to theleaaerShip pattern Of the

person(s) in the school system to whom he is directly respon-

sible.

Directions for,Administering "the DSLI.

Detailed programmed instructions, .nIn tructions tor,

AdMinistering the. Diagnostic Survey for Le dership Improve-

.' ment (DSLI)'i!' are able to .be use&L:by perso nelfrom within-,-

the*School'being surveyed., It is.recommen ed:Ithat the surVey

,be administered .by-someone in the school wh is not One Of. .

the leaders beinglsurVeyed. Yost all respo,dents who have _.

'taken the SurVey haVe been.able to domplete0..t within the.

redOmmended time (\40 minutes):. This.time includes passing
. .

.

I. 1

.
oUt materials, giVing instructions and responding to all the

items. 'A Copy ofthe.DSLI and instructionsfor\administering.'
'it can beseen in Appendix D, pagbe 141 to 146.2\

- .. -L --'\\.

.
'The survey should be administered near.the endAjf

second guarter.(or. first semester) pperation in anY,par7 .

/ ticUlar year. This permitS,time 'in that.school -year\ to -.

, receive the results-an&to make action p1ansfor-'imple7

menting mprovement interventions. If .a re-eurvey sN
-desired;then,plans ghouid_ be.made' to .re-administer the

survey'approximately one 3>ear later to all of the staff

attendina faculty meetings,and tO students in the samey H

Csubject 'areas and at the Paine' grad-, e.leveI,as waS previdusly ,-

surveyed-. . .

.,
.

.

.
.

The.DSLI can be machine scored and reports generate&

and .returned.to the school within a:Month after the survey

has been completed. A.School- that gives the'surVey before

christmas can have the reports back ,by the el-KIN:if January.

Within' the. next two mOnths .(by. the ,end of.March) data,dan

'be analyzed and aCtionplans'developed at eadh leyel. Three

, months after the survey hap been administered, 4miplementation .

Of 'action plans can beglh. '. 7.. .

Scoring and Reporting

'The DSLI will undoubtedly be used' for research, and
\

this, indfed, was one of the purposes:for its development.

However, another, perhaps more central purpose,. was 4)

? provide a tool which would be available to help.school

people at every level to improve the\guality of the inter-

actions 'which they have with students and with one another_



as they work to accomplish school taSks. The central theme

of the DSLI is:

The organization will tend to develop
unintended .consequences when there is

a lack of. congruence between individual
needs and organizational demands. '

'(Argyri90.4..1.9-64, p. 67)

The scoring method, re'porting procedures, and the

notion of developing "action plans," were all developed for
the purpose of reducing unintended consequences and improv-

ing the quality of ,human interaction in schools.

Scoring

Students?teacherS, department heads and other
certified sta f (principals, assistant principals, coun-

selors, librarians) all respond to items in' the survey.

' Students respOnd /to teachers in a specified subject
area and to/ the .p'rincipal and his staff. .

Teachers respond' to department chairmen and to the
princinal and his staff. .

Department heads and Others respond to the principal.

The other certjlied staff (principals, assistant prin-

. cipals, oounselors, and librarians) respond. to

the central office,;

BelOw is a sample item taken from the- DSLI booklet.

SUBJECT AREA
OR DEPARTMENT

LEVEL

OVERALL SCHOOL OVERALL SYSTEN

PRINCIPAL SUPERINTENDENT

LEVEL LEVEL

Statement'

Your leaders ave Is 0 Cp CD 0 0 0 CD CD CD CD CD 6 000
faith and tr St
in you. s13000000000000000



An item is scored by, using the

response scale. The scale is:

- I don't knOw (?)

1 - Almost Never (AN)

2 - --Sometimes (S)

3 - Very Okten '(VO)

4 - Almost Always (AA)

"Is and "Should Be"

Means.. Means,ard then.obtained by multiplying the

frequencies in each_columnloy the scale and-sumthing.the.

scores,and then dividing by the total frequency. -.The "I

don't knoW" reponses are not Used to calculate-mean-S.

-Examples Of ob6ining means for the "Is" and "Should.B0-
1!

responses are given below;

Example,: Is mean derivation

AN S VO AA

Is frequencies 59 + 70 + 43 + 41 = 213

Is,scale xl x2 x3 . x4
Score

59 + 140 + 129 + 164 = 492

Is mean 2.13 =,492 (score) 213 (number reSponding)

Example: Should Be mean derivation

AN S VO AA ,N

Should Be frequencies 19 + 51 + 62 + 95 = '227

Should Be scale xl x2 xl x4
Score

19 + 102 '+ 186 + 380 = 687

Should Be mean 3.0,3 = 687 (score) 227 (number responding)

Discrepancy score. A discrepancy score (should Be mean

minus Is mean) is derived to determine the direction of the

problem: i.e., is the leader doing less than or,more than

,subordinates desire. This can be illustrated by usingthe

numbers of the above meads in two different ways.
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Item 1. Your leaders have faith and, trust in you.
-

SB (Should Be) mean 3.03

minus Is mean -2.13

.

LESS THAN SUBORDINATES DESIRE + .90

SB (Should Be) Mean 2.13

minus Is , mean -3.03

MORE THAN SUBORDINATES DESIRE - .90

Discrepancy

Discrepancy

Rather than assuming that subordinates,want a Likert

System IV leadership pattern, the DSLI assumes that there

are problems only when the leadership pattern'and structure

is different from the subordinates' desires. By Computing

a discrepancy score it is possible to detect the direction

of this'difference. The computer records-the-minus (-) sign'

only to indicate direction.

Intensity score. 'The intensity score is derived by

squaring ,the "Is". and "Should Be" means and then subXracting

the squared "Is meali2from the squared "Should Be" mean

(Intensity = SB - IS ). The reasoning underlying the

intensity score is that a discrepancy score does not reveal

the intensity'of the difference. The researcher believes

that a "Should Be Almost Always" and."Is Often" difference

is more intense than a "Should Be Sometimes" and "Is Almost

Never." This is best illustrated in Figure 3*(see page 48).

Intensity score scale. iThe ntensity score scale

-indicates the incongruence and the intensity of this
incorigruence between the causal and intervening variables.

The scale.ranges theoretically from 0 to 15 (0....5%...10

....15). .

\

Discrepancies between the "Is" and "Should Be"

responses can go in either a positive or negative direction.

In order to provide an,intensity score scale which gives

equal value to both positive and negative discrepancies and

also does not distort the overall intensity scorel, it was

decided that when a negativelscore was obtained to reverse

the Scale. Figure 4 illustrates the way that' reversing the

scale preServes the intensity value of the intensity score

scale re4ardless of the discrepancy direction. Items with

negative discrepancy are identified by an examination of the

"Is" and "Should be" means in the report.
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Discrepancy

SB - IS =ipiscrepancy

Discrepancy 1 1

Intensity
2 --2 Intensity

\

AN

,1

.16'

Intensity

Figure-3. An illustration of the difference between

discrepanoy and interrsity scores.
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Positive Discrepancy-

MORE SHOULD BE than Is

SB 1 2 3 40

AN VO AA

SB - IS
,

To compute the intensity:
square the Is and Should Be
means,then subtract the

IS2 from the SB2.

1

3 4

2 3

AN

'1 4

Intensit'y 0 .3

.1 4

2
IS 1 ,4

Intensity

'1 4

-172 1 4

Intensity

9 16

5 7

9 16

v9 AA.

9 16

12-

9 16

Negative Discrepancy

MORE IS than Should Be

SB 1 2

AN. S 0

IS 1 2 3 4

-3 -2 -1

When a minus, discrepancy
appears, reverse the means
on the scale, square the
means, and subtract to com-
pute the intensity. SB2 - 1-§2

SB
2

16

Atl\\S

Intensity 7

2
SB

1

0

16 9 4 1

AN S O A

16 9 4 1

Intensity 1,,!,1

SB2 . 16, 9 .4 1.-

VQA
16 1

Intensity 15

Figure 4. An illustration of the computation of intensity

scores fdr positive and negative discrepancies.
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Reporting

The reports went.through several stages of development.

At each stage the major objective was,to develop a manager.

able usable report. The principals participating in the

study,were most helpful by reacting to,the proposed report

form, and then suggesting changes in the report,form used in

the pretest, and, finally.; the-form used in the posttest.

The report for secondary schools consists'of as many as

ten- sections: A report for elementary schools has a maxi-

mum of two sections. Elementary schools will have Section 1

and Section 10 of the ten sections 4sted below.

Section 1
Overall School Level (16 pages)

Information about Subgroups
All Items - Total Group
Individual Items Pages
Factor Summary Page r-

Critical Items - Students
Critical Items - Teachers
Critical Items - Department Heads
Critical Items - Other Certified

a

Section 2
Language Arts Department Level (13 pages).

All Items - Total Group
Individual Items Pages
Factor Sumilary Page
Critical Items - Students to Teachers '
Criticdi Items - Teachers to Department Heads

Section 3
Social Studies Department Level (13 pages)

All Items - Total Group
Individual Items Pages

'Factor SummAry Page
Critical Items - Students to Teachers
Critical Items - Teachers to Department' Heads

'Section 4
-Science Department Level (13 pages)

All Items - Total Group
Individual Items Pages,
Factor Summary Page
Critical Items - Students to.Teachers
Critical Items - Teachers to Department Heads.



Section-5
Mathematics Department Leyel (13 pageS)

All Items - Total Group
Individual Items Pages
Factor Summary Page'
,Critical Items. - Students to \Teachers
Critical Items - Teachers to Department *Heads

"Section 6 -----------
t Bealth, Physical Eaucation, and Safety Department

Level (13 pages) -

All Items - Total Group
Individual Items Pages
Factor Summary Page
Critical Items - Students to Teachers
Critical Items - Teachers to Department Heads

\

Section 7
Home and Industrial Arts Department Level- (13 pages)

All Item'S - Toi.71 Group
Individual:Items Pages
Factor Summary Page
Critical Items - Students to teachers
Critical Items -,Teachers to Department Heads

Section 8
Vocational Education Department .Level (13 pages)

All Items - Total Group
Individual Items Pages
Factor Summary Page.
Critical Items - Students to Teachers
Critical Items - Teachers to Department Heads

Section 9
Fine.Arts Department Level (13 pages)

-All Items - Total, Group_
Individual Items Pages
Factor Summary Page
Critical Items - StudentS to Teachers
Critical Items - Teachers to Department Heads

Section 10
Overall System Level (12 pages)

All Itemb - Oilier Certified Staff
Individual Items Pages
Factor Summary Page
Critical.Items - Other Certified Staff to

Central Office

()2



The data for Section 10.(Overall System Level) are

obtained by combining the other certified staff fprincipal,

assistant principal(s),ocounselor(s), and librarian(s)]

from'each participating school into one report for the

overall system. This procedure (combining school other

certified staff) provides anonymity for the respondents.

Information about subgroups page. On this page, whiCh

is given only for Section 1, the number (N) and the per-

centage of total, students, teachers, department heads, and

other certified staff are reported for the following areas:

Subject area or department
Race
Sex
'Staff age
Staff experience
Student age
Student grade leve1

Allitems total,group page. Each of the ten' sections

have,an all items-total group page. Data from all 52 DSLI

items concerning the section or level (overall school,

language arts department, etc.) are reported. These data

are giVen for the following areas as applicable'to the

particular level.

1.
2.

- 3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

'TOTAL
BLACK

.WHITE-
ORIENTAL
AMERICAN INDIAN
'PUERTO.RICAN-=
MEXICAN AMERICAN
CUBAN

STUDENTS
1, BLACK
2. .WHITE
3., OTHER.

TEACHERS
1. SLACK
2. WHITE
3. OTHER

52

DEPARTMENT HEADS
1. BLACK
2. WHITE
3. OTHER

OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF
. BLACK

2. WHITE
3. OTHER
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Below is an example of the kind of data given on the
report for the above areas, on the "IS" side:

,IS

Standard
Deviation

MEANS -OMITS FreqUency
1

AN

3

0 AA

'ALL ITEMS ,

TOTAL GROUP

1.07 2.30 3 18 26 16 15 TOTAL 270

Starting on the extreme left the standard deviation is

reported. In the abolie example the tahdard deviation is

1.07. A way' of interpreting the standard deviation is to

use the following suggested guide.

0 - .59 Strong Consensus
.60 - .89 Partial Consensus Consensus

.90 - 1.09 Weak Consensus J 0 - 1.092

1.10 - 1.59 Diversity Diversity
1.60 - + Extreme Diversity 1.10 and, over

The means column reports the mean of the 15 responses. ,See

page 46 for.an explanation of mean computation. ,The omits

column in the example above'indicates that 3% of all the

responses (52 items) recdrded for the total group (270 N)

weke omitted. The frequency columns in the exampre above

indicate that 18% responded that they.did not know (?);

22% responded almost never. (AN); 26% responded sometimes (S);

16%' responded often. (0); and, 15% responded almost always (AA).

For the "SHOULD BE" side the following, data are given:

N . %

SHOULD BE
Intensity

-Score
Frequency Omits Means

.,.

-Standard
Deviation

?

I
AN

270. 100 13 19 23 35 3 3..03 .
. 9:: 3.89



Again,'the frequencies and omits are reported as percentages.

The "Should Be" mean (3.03) and the standard deviation (.89)
ars given for the "Should Be" responses. The last column
reports the intensity score (3.89).

This all items total group page can be used to give at

least two kinds of important information.

1. -The intensity score can indicate the probable
existence of.a minority group problem and the probable

location of that problem by position. For example,\if the
minority group's intensity score is higher than .the\majority
,group'S, then -there may be aouinority group basis for leader-.

ship dissatisfaction. This possible minority group basis

can be furthertraced to the school position(s); i.e.,\stu-

dents, teachers, other certified staff. \

2. The intensity score can also be used to' examipe

leadership dissatisfaCtion by position'. For example, if'
the Stddent group has a higher intensity score than either,

the teaChers or the Other certified staff, then this Might
indicate\the group with whom the ,principal could target his\

leadersiliP Improvement efforts.

Individual items pages. These pages'list each item in

the DSLI sequentially and give the Standard deviations,
frequency percentages, and the intensity, scores for 4ach

respondent group. These items pages are included primarily

to give the school leader back-up data' to indicate how the

most intense items were compiled.

Factor summary page. On this.page all the -items .

comprising each of the DSLI factors (Confidence and Trust, ,

Communication, Control, Interaction-Influenc9, and Decision-
Making) are totaled and reported for each factor... By

examining the intensity scores for each factOr, tire leader

can prioritize his improvement efforts: ;

Critibal items pages: One page per respondent group .

is given identifying .the ten items with the highest inten-

sity scores. The items are ranked from the highest
intensity of-the ten, listed first, to the lowesti listed

tenth. The item is printed .alongside the intensity Score.

The corresponding "Direction for Improvement" iS given
opposite the item.

These pages are the most importan't pages of each

section of the report. The school leader has 1 to 4

6 5



pages to which he is encouraged to pay critical attention.
The other pages in each-of the other sections are helpful
andy can be examined.'in whatever depth an) individual school_
'leader deems appropriate to his use of the critical items

pages.

Action Plans

*The "critical item's" pages in each of the ten.sections
identify those ten DSLILitems with theihighest intensity

scores. The "DirectiOnS for.Improvement" prOvide general
clues asto what to do,Ibut by themseIves.they are inade-

quate. It is recommended that actioniplans. be developed

to make improvement in the targeted items.-UnderlYing this
approach is the idea-that changes in the causalNariables
will, in turn, affect the interveninglivariables and:over,
time influence the achievement df theHend-result ones...

!

There are. many. wayp 'by which action plans can' be made'

and implemented:.- Each responsible leader at a giVen level.

rieeds to determine firSt, if he/sheiwAntsto make action

plans, and,:if the' answer is,yes he/she needs to decide

how the plans.will be made..
. I

.

The following ways to develop action plans are offered

as suggestions., They were developed for/those participating

in the national study who wwited some specific,directions on
how to proceed past the crjtical items-page.

Student/Overall School ActionPlans

Under the guidance of the' homeroom teacher, each home

room wHich was used in the survey should respond to the ten

critical items by ,explaining exactly what it is that was

causing student dissatisfaction with.the item at this level

of leadership.. One specific saggeStion for each of the ten

items which will help the prinCipal to improve his leader-
ship should be offered by the studennt.

/I

-A student representative frOm_e,ve.,', homeroom should be

selected to form a stUdentladviSiS-ry committee. The student

representatives should mpet and sUmmarize the homeroom
reports into a single report and present it to the principal

and his staff.
,

\
The.principal and his saff'should use homeroom \input .

and the directions for improvement for- each criticalitem
to develop action plans for improring leadership as .

!
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/regards the critibal items. The action plans should be
reviewed with the student homeroom representatives. Ad

/ action plans are implemented, the-principalshould. inform

the.homeroom representatives, and they in turn should keep
their fellow gtudents informed.

Faculty/Overall- School Action Planse

At a faculty meeting the staff-Should be divided into
sections; i.e., teachers, department heads, and othe
certified staff (excluding the principal). Each member of
each section should be provided with a copy of the critical
items page appropriate to the faculty in that section. The.

faculty in the teacher and department sections should be

divided-into subgroups. The other/certified staff section

plight remain as a total group. Where appropriate, the sub-
groups shbuld'be assigned a. portioh of the ten critical '

items.to focus upon. ,

Each subgroup should prepare a written group report for

o
the.items assigned to them. The report should give the'
specific reasons that there 'is idissatisfaction for the items

and should offer specific suggestions for eliminating the

dissatisfaction. Each group should select one represen-
tative to meet with the principal and present to him the
report produced by their group.

The principal and his staff, using the faculty input,

and the directions for improvement for each' critical item;
should develop action plans for improving the' leadershi /

at the overall school level. The *faculty should be kept
informed'of action plans as these plans are iMplemented. '

Students/Specific Subject Area
Action Plans

Agairk, the homeroom student group that yes asked tO

respond to teachers in a particular subject area shduldibe
/asked to react to the critical items.for that sdbject area.
Students should explai:ri why they expressed dissatisfactliOn

with the leadership as-regards each iteM, and glve stpipcific'

suggestions as to how o make improvements. ,A written/

report should be sent from the homeroom to,the appropriate
subject departments.

' The teachers in each department-receiving a student,
report should (as a group) ,use the student report and
direCtions for improvaent for each critical item to ake,

action plans.
,d



The student newSpaper and reports to homerOoms should
be used to .informstudents of aceion taken,to improve the
leaderihip processes in each of the departments.

Teachers/Department-Heads
Action Plans

Afl,the teachers in-the department should,, as a group,
prepare a report to, the departmeht head informing, him as
to what is causing the feeling ofcdissatisfactidn and a
specific suggestion for improvement for each of!the-britical
items.

The depart ..!alt head should use the teacher report ahd
the directions for improveMent 'for:each critical item to
makeimprovument 'action plghs.

As action plans are implemeated, the department head
should inform the teachers. '

'Other Certified Staff/
Central Office Action Plans

It is sugvested that a committee elected by the people

in similar positions in the .participating schools be repre-_

sentative of the following positions:

one elementary principal
one 'elementary assistant principal,
one junior high principal,
one junior high assistant principal,
one junior high counselor,
one senior high principal,/
one senior high assistant 'principal,
one senior high librartan.

, This lected group should prepare a. report cnforMing

the central office (superintendent), why the other certiTied

stafF expressed dissatisfaction,with the critical'items.
Specific réc9mmendations for improvemeht for each critical

iteml should also'be made. 1

:The central .office should 'use this reportrfrom the other
certified, elected committee and, the directions:for improve-
ment for each critical item to malce action plans for

improving the leadership from the central offibe.
A



Introduction

: CHAPTER III

I.R22.31-,LLtx

Synonyms for reliability are:
dependability, stability,'c9psistency,
predictability, accuracV. lA relLThle

man, for.instance, is a mail.:,whose be-

,
havior is consistent, dependable, and
predictAble--what he will do tomorrow
and rixt week.will be-consistent with
what he does today and what he-has
done last week. We say he is stable.
(Kerlinger, 1964, lp. 429)

Thus, "reliability can be defined as the degree of
consistency between two measures of the same thing"
(Mehrens & Lehmann, 1969, p. 32). HOwever,,several differ-
ent=procedures can be employed to estimate a test's relia-

bility and these different methods take.account of different

sources of error. That is, the reliability of a test can be

examined from a number of perspectives with-each per.lpective

bearing a slightly different.meaninii. These differeit

methods can bec grouped info three broad categories:,

The importance of each of these categories is entirely
dependent upon the proclaimed purpose of the test-whose.

reliability is being investigated. 2-

Mehrens and Lehmann-(19-69, p. 36) also sted that a
measure of stability, often called.a test-rets,Jt estimate of=

relibility; is obtained by administering a test to'a group

1. Measures of stability
2. Measures of equivalence
3. Measures of internal consistency.

of.individuals, readministering the same test to the same

individuals And correlating the two setsi.of scores. There

are various poksible ime intervals. The estimate of

reliability wili'var with the length of interval And thus

the interval'length must be considered in interpreting
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reliability coefficients. Any change in score fromione..

setting.tothe other is treated as error.

..

In Contrast to the test-retest Proceduris the . .

. .

equivalent fOrms estimate of reliabilityWhich is. cbtained

1:01T giving twO forms, .(with equal content,/Means, and Vari-\

ances) of a test to ..the same group of iridividuals on'the

same day' and Icorrelating.these results/ :Here, also,any /
\.

'change in performance is considered etrotY but instead ofr_.,

Jaeasuring,:changes from'one time to another, we. measure -1

'changes due.to the specificity of knowledge (Mehrensi-and/

Lehmann, 190, p. 16). /
, /

, /., .

,

1

/

The above two-estimates of/reliability both require

data from twO testing sessions.' Often it is not possible

to obtain these kinds of data. Instead, it is possiblPto

obtain reliability estimates jfroin only one set of test data.

These estimates are really i dices of the homogeneit of'

the itemsinjthe test, or the degree to'which the it m

responses correlate with the total test sdores,(Meh ens and

Lehmann, 1962,.p. 37). The'ref re, these estimates #re

usually referred to as meapureth of internal consistency.

1

Reliability Of the DSLI /

m
g.,,

;
; . .,

Since an equivalent for,to the DSLI does not exist,.,

it, is not possible to u e thqequivalent forms me
/thod to

estimate thelDSLI's rel ability. -However, the other two

methods are both of rel vanc .
;

Measure's of stab' ity./.As highlighted above, the issue

of selecting the,tim inter al between test administrations

is crucial in estimating an instrument's test-rltest relia-e

bility. This is ,efren more so in the instance f an

instrument such as the DSL ,-an-Instrument whi h anticipates

that that lich Vt.measure will change. In fct, adminis-

tration of he ptla by ite lf is intended to piromote change.

Hence, to obtain a valid e timate of the DSLIfs test-retest

reliability,-the interval etween testings mupt be rela-

tively short. 'Unfortunate y, one of the majOr failings of

the initial data collectio design of the DSLI was that this

was not accomplished. Alth ugh the DSLI was/administered to

the 'same groUp of schools t ice, the,administrations were'a

i
year apart-7-ctoo long a peri -to accurately assess the DSLI's

test-retest reliability. ,Ne ertheless, the analyiss of this

data does atleast providea clue as to thellower boundary of

the test-retest reliability o the DSLI. Therefore, without

great claim as'to its future ignificance
/

this analysis

was performed.
,..

/7 \
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Since a major output of the DSLI for each school is
the identification of the ten items exhibited as having the
highest intensity, the ranks of the sum of these tem items

(the ten items being unique for each school and identified

in the 1973-1974 administVation of the DSLI) served as the

test statistic fbr, computing a Spearman rank-order coeffi-

\Y
cient b tween the 1973-74 and 1974-75 administrations of'

the DSLI.
\ID
The Spearman coefficient was computed rather than

the- re tmo ically employed Pearson product-moment becadse
, ,..

the _ilteniSt7z score id a non-parametric statistic. Only

those sdhoolSwhich indicated that they had taken no action

as aresult of the first administration of the DSLI were
included; there were 19 such schools. Correlation coeffi-
cients were computed for three leliels: students to teachers;

students to overall-school (principal), and non-students to

overall schooI-(prinCipal)":--The results of-these anaIYses
are presented in Table 5 below.

Table 5

Long-term stability coefficients
of, the Sum of the "Ten Most Intense Items"

Referent
group/
level
a)

N ( )

(bean
1973-74

Mean
)(b

-1974-75

Spearman
-Correlation
Co6f4cient

Observed
Signifi-

canoe
Level

students
to 19 252.40 256.21 .670 .002

.steachers
_

students ..
to

overall
16 263.10 265.80 .712 -- .002

schobl

non-
students

to 13 224.49 240.12 -.159 .608

overall
school

a The number of schools which responded to the DSLI in both
1973-74 and claimed that they developed no plans of action

to affect their climate of leadership in the interim. .

The mean over schools of the sum of the, intensity scores .

of the ten items which exhibited the highest intensity score
in the 1973-1974 administration of the DSLI.
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As is seen, relatively high and statistically signifi-
cant Positive-correlations were.obtained for two. of.the
three.referentgroup/levels investigated. A.negative and.
nonsignificant correlation was found.with reSpect to the..
third area of investigation. The fact that the tWo signifi'
cant-Correlations involved tudent'respOndents while the
nOnsignificant correlation'involved non-students remains
.unexplained at this time. One possible,explanationis that
whereas students and. teachers were not informed abOut,DSLI
results, the principals were informed and as a consequence
they were aware of certain problems. This awareness may\
have reinforced the principals who-did not make. action pfans-
to move even further away from a System rv leadership pattern.
The coefficients ,so.obtained serve as lower-limits of the
test-retest reliability of the DSLI'..

Measures of internal consistency. The internal consis-
tency of the DSLI was investigated through applicetion of
the split-half method of estimating reliability. The.data
collected in 1974-75 served as 'the data base for this

analysis. According to Mehrens and Lehmann, the split-half
method is theoretically the same as the equivalent forms
method; however, instead of administrating an alternative
form of the test:, one splits the single test into two parts,
and these two sUbscores are correlated. Because the resul-
tant correlation coefficient estimates the reliability, of-
a test only half as long as truly desired, a cofrection
formula-must be applied. One of the difficulties encountered
in this"procedure is the determination of a criterion by
which to split theoriginal test into two "equivalent" parts.
The most typically adopted criterion-is to separately group
the odd-numbered and even-numbered items. This routine is
only justified, however, if there is no notion that the
items of the test are not related in some systemaiic fashion.
In'regards to the instrument at hand, it will be demonstratel
in the next section that one strong factor undergirds the .

DSLI. Moreover, most of the items of the DSLI are heavily
loaded on this factor. Thus, an examination of the factor
structure of the DSLI reveals that an odd-even split can be
utilized,with little loss of generality.'

Hence, split-half (odd-eVen) estimates of the DSLI's
reliability, were computed on the Is and Should Be dimensions
by the type of educational institution (i.e., elethentary,
middle, secondary, and all combined). This'estimate came in
terms of Pearson product-thoment correlation coefficients
which were then corrected by the Spearman-Brown Prophesy

Formula. The results of the analysis, 'which are presented
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in Table 6, (see p. 63) reveal that an extremely high level

of internal consistency was displayed by the DSLI.

In addition, a similar analysis was conducted on the

intensity score. Once again, odd-even reliability coeffi-

cients were domfiuted for each of the strata mentioned.above.

14owever, owing_to-the fact that the intensity score is a

non-parametric statistic, the estimate in this case came in

terms of Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients.- As

would be expected, the results of this analysis paralleled

those"just mentioned; the results are also displayed in

Table 6.

It is relevant,to note that all of the aforementioned:,

estimates of reliability were not affected by time-7-in

sense that a respondent is given unlimited time to complete

the DSLI, and responses to the DSLI which were partially

incomplete were manually eliminated from the sample.

Validity

Introduction

Within the measurement context, validity.can be broadly

defined as the degree to whiah a;test actually measures that

which it purports to measure. While this term bears such a

simplistic definition, it is perhaps unTortunate but true

that the determination of a test's validity is a complex

and multi-faceted task; indeed, outside the physical realm

one can never truthfully assert that a test is valid, but,

rather, that its measurements conform to prior theoretical

expectations, follow other similar tests, or just makes

sense-. Furthermore, by its definition, validity is not an

absolute: there is no single validity statistic for a test;

a test ,may be "valid" for one purpose but not for another.

It is agreed, however, that a test must be reliable for it

to be valid. That is, reliability is a necessary ante-

cedent to validity although reliability in and of itself

does not render validity.

According to the reference Standards for Educational

and Psychological Tests and Manuals (Mehrens, 1969) there

are three "kinds" of validity: (1) content validity,'

(2) criterion-related validity, and (3) construdt validity.

The following definitions were taken from this reference

(pp. 43--44)..

7 3
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1 Content Validity is related to how adequately the

content of the test samples the domain of subject matter

about which inferences are to be made. There is no

numerical expression for content validity: it is determined

by a thorough inspection of the items. Content yalidity is

most crucial in the case of achievement tests'through which

a subject',s ability with regard to a universe of knowledge

or skill is ascertained bY a demonstration of the subject's

ability on a select sample of items taken from that universe.

In this instance, the test's degree of content validity is

an estimate' of how well the sampled items "cover" the

universe.

Criterion-related validity pertains to fhe technique of

studying the relationship between the test scores,and inde-,

pendent external scores. Quite frequently, the subjects'

scores on another instrument which'purports to measure the

same Concept as the "experimental" test but whose validity

has been priorly established serves as the criterion

measure: in this case, the Pearson product-moment corre-

.lation coefficient (r) between the subjects' scores on the

two tests is the most typically utilized statistic for

reporting the test's criterion-related validity.

Construct validity is the degree to which the test

scores can be accounted for.by certain explanatory constructs

in a psychological theory. If an instrument has construct
validity, people's scores will vary as.the theory underlying

the construct would predict.. Depending upon the nature of

the construct derived hypotheses, many different statis-,

tical measures are used to estimate this type of validity.

From the above-mentioned definitions,-it is seen that

the concept of validity, is multi-dimensional. Moreover, -

the dimensions are not clear-cut and none have a fully-.

standardized estimation procedure. In reality,-an
instrument's validity or lack thereof is ascertained only

after years of numerous disparate applications. Only th-en

in light of repeated applications and constant surveillance

will an instrument's nuances and its accuracy become

apparent. In the constrUction of a new inStrument, the

creator is obligated to compile baseline data concerning

his/her instrument's validity; it is inconceivable that all

aspects of a test's validj_ty can be gaUged in its develop-

mental, somewhat artificial pilot studies.

The. DSLI Was, from its inception, intended to serve as

a diagnostic tool, to diagnose the organizational health in

schools. With no .call for fanfare, it may be stated that a
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multit de of school leadership theories .ekist with each
theory proclaiming a specific set of constructs as being of

key importance.- Although there is some degree of commonality
among:these. theories, there is also a good deal of diver-
gence:. to date, no single theory has risen to till-questioned

pre-eminence. ..

Also'from its inception, the psia was intended tc
diagnose the organizational'health in schools explicitly

:ln terms of constructs .derived from.the theory espoused by
Rensis Likert and for our purposes called Human Organization
Theory.

In terms of the DSLI, vis-a-vis validity, then, the
prime topic of concernds the connection between the instru-
-ment and Likert's Human Organization Theory. Do the items
.comprising the DSLI adequately sample he domain of the

theory? Does'the factor structure of the DSLI conformAo.
'the constructs.of the theory? Do the responses to the VSLI

folloW the dictates of logical reasoning, especially the.
logical consequences of Likert's theoretical position?
And, linally, is the DSLI useful as a diagnostic. instru-

ment? That 'is, does diagnosis bA,the DSLI lead to An.
"improved" climate under the definition.of improVement
prOffered by Likert?

It. is seen that these concerns address themselves
primarily to content and construc.validity as earlier
defined; also, the strong dependence of the:DSLZ upon a
theoretical structuretends 'to blur the distinctiOn
between these.-two types of validity. TheSe facts are a
consequence of the nature of the DSLI and result in the
de-eMphasis of criterion7related validity. In fact, no
effort has as yet been made to correlate sdores on the DSLI
with an external criterion score of any kind: AlthoUgh7
-future uses of the DSLI may elevate-the priority of this
itsue,,its current priority was taken to be subservient to

the issues raised above.

The Likert Human Organization Theory was examined in

Chapter I. The following material on validity isdeveloped
with thoSe theoretical constructs in mind.

Content Validity of the DSLI

Content validity is the represdntativeness
or sampling adequacy of the content--the
substance, the matter, the topics--of a
measuring instrument. Content validation
is guided by the question: Is the

7 6
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substance or content of this measure
'representative of the content or the

universe of content of, the property

being measured. (Kerlinger, 1964,

pp. 445-446)

Given that the intent of the DSLI is to assess a

school's organizational health, content validation-of the

DSLI is guided by the following two questions:

1. Is the theoretic structure advocated by
Likert an adequate and accurate conceptual-
ization of a sch961'srCrganizational health?
and,

2. Do the items composing the DSLI accurately
and adequately "sample" Likert's theoretic

structure?

The first of these questions was addressed in the

immediately preceeding section. A review of that section

will prove that strong evidenCe has indeed been presented

to answer the question affirmatively. The judgmental

answer to 'the second question rests upon the soundness of

the methodology of item selection utilized in developing

the DSLI. Was a logical process consistently employed to

ensure that the items selected were germane to Likert's

theory and were all Aspects of the theory "covered" by the

items?

The process used to develop the DSLI is described in

Chapter II. The fastidiousness by which this develop-

mental process was/carried out, and the obvious connection

between the resultant DSLI' cems and the constructs of

Likert, causes the DSLI to be judged to have a 'high degree

of content validity.

Construct Validity of the DSLI

Since the DSLI purports to lean so heavily upon a

prior theoretic structure, a prime measure of construct

validity is the degree of similarity,between the,factor.

'structure of the responsee to the DSLI and the gxplanatory

constructs hypothesized by Likert. As is seen, this is A .

somewhat more stringent requirement than simply'verifying

, that the factor structure of the DSLI is interpretable as

Jproviding nonstructs -which make logical sense--for this

measure r*-!.11#es' that it makes specific logical sense;

'that be , clorrespondence to the logic of Likert's

constct In this regard, then, the test of construct

validity is-that factor structure of the responses to
.



the DSLI be composed of approximately five factors a'nd that
these factors can be likened to the five constructs of
Likert: comilunication, control,,decision-making,
action-influence, and confidence and trust in leadership.
This test dove-tails nicely with the typically assumed
requirements for validationthat the factor structure of

a test be composed of a relatively small number of factors

and that a,few of these factors "explain" a significant
proportion of the varianc Of the test. Therefore, the
questions now posed are how many coAstructs (factors)
underlie the,DSLI? what proportion of the variance of the

DSLI do relatively few Of these constructs (factors) explain?
and=, is there a noted similarity between these constructs
and those of ikert?

Principal Components Analysis

To answer the aboye questions, the responses to the

DSLI gathered in 1974-1915 were subjected to a Principal
Components Analysis (Hotelling, 1933). The obtained factor
matrices were clarified through Varimax orthogonal rotation
(Harmon, 1967).' The criteria adopted for adcepting a com-

ponent (i.e., factor) was the-determination of an eigenvalue
greater than or equal to 1.00, a criterion frequently uti-
lized and supported in the literature (Rummel, 1970).
Because 'the school-iithe unit of analysis fór the DSLI, the
input data were the mean responses within a schooleach
school being equally weighted regardless of the number of .

responses within the school.

Separate analyses were performed for each dimension of
the DSLI for each combination of referent group and level.
More specifically, a unique Principal Components Analysis
was performed for each of the following 14 data_response
sets:

1. Students responding to the Is dimension on the°
department level; k.e., studeat responses to the
teachers of all subject areas 'were pooled.

2. Students responding to the Should-Be dimension on
the department level; i.e., student responses to
teachers of al subjbct areas were pooled.

3. ,Teachers responding to the Is dimehsion on the,
departffient level; i.e., teachers.responding to
their department chairman with all departments
pooled.

4. Teachers responding to the Should_Be dimension on

the department level;'i.e., teachers'responding to
their department chairman with all departments

pooled.

67
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5/ Students combined with non-Students:responding-to.
/
/' the.Is dimenSiOn-on the department level. .

0
//6.. Students Combined with non-students responding to

the Should Be dimension on,the!department-level._
7. Students responding to the Is dimension on the

.overall SchOol-principal level.
.8. Students responding to the ShOuld pe.dimension on

the overall:schogl-principal level.
9. Non-Students (teachers, department heads, non-

certified and other certified Staff excluding, the
principal) reSponding to the Is-dimension on'the
oVerall school-principal leveL

10. Non7students (teachers, department heads, non-
certified andfDther certified staff excluding_the

,

principal) responding to the.Should..Be dimension

1 ' on the overall school-principal,leVel:
111:-Othercertified staff. (principalsx assistant

principals, cgunselors, and librarians)..responding
to theIs dit nsion on the .overall systet (central
office) level7. :

.

12.1 Other.cettified Staff (Pkincipals, assistant ptin-
,

cipalS, 0ounselors, and libtarians).tesponding to
the Should Be dimension on the .overall system:
(centraloffice) level'.

.

13. Students :responding to the Is dimension onthe
. .

department level (teachers), combined with non-
students responding to the Is dimension on the
overall .school=principal level, combined with -
other dertified,staff,respOnding to the.Is dimen-
sion onthe overall system (central office).1evel..

14. Students responding:to the Should Be ditension on
the depar4ment level teachers), combined with.i'mon-
students responding td the ShOuid Be dimension. on
the overall schoal-principal,level: combined with
c).ther cer,tified staff rdsponding to theShould Be'
dimension on the overall system. .(central office)-

level. '

The'robated factor matrices for these,I4 anaayses are
Presented in Appendix E. The corresPconding eigenvalues, and
cumulative percentage of eigenvalues (i.e., cumulative
percent of variance explained) are recorded at the bottom of

each table. 'Certain relevant-aspects of.these 14 analyses
are presented in Table 7 (see p. 69).

As is seen, the table's entries bear witness to the'
constrct validity of the'DSLI--at least with referenceto
the typically assumed requirements for validation. That is,

the factor structure of the DSLI is composed of ar-7-relatively

7 9 _
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small number of factors'.and these factors explaiin a

ficant proportion of the teSt"s.variance: Moreover, at
I

least with respect to the number of factorS a

relative proportions of explained-variability, a high

degree of consistency is revealed between factor struc ures.

Table 7 also .highlights that the dimensionalitiy'of theiDSLI

factor structure approximates the aforementioned crita,ion
level of five. At first, this would seem to be more t e

case along the Is than the Should.Be/dimension., pmalevr,
upon,closer observation of the references tables ih
Appendix E it is recognized that theJatter extracted
factors'along the Should Be dimension contribute little-
additional explanations, a fact which actual* brings this
steacture-closer to criterion.

One additional result depicted,in T le 7 is worth
noting:- one ,strong factor underlies the,DSLI and this
effect is more apparent on the Is than the Should Be dimen-

sion. The observation that the bne factor is stronger for
the Is than the Should Be dimension and the underlying
explanation is offered as further support for the contention

that the DSLI taps the constructs underlying the Likerti

theory. Likert's (1961, p; 103) principle of supportive
relationships is that the leadership and other processes of
-the organization must be such as to insure a,maximum.proba-
bility that in all interactions and all.relationships within
the organiZation each member will, in light of his back-
ground, values, and exPedtations, vica the experience as
supportive and one which builds and maintains hiS sense ct

personal worth and imp9rtance. ConsequentlY, one .would

expect to find that this principle of supportive relation-
ships (confidence and trust) looms larger pn the Is
dimension of the DSLI than i. does on the Should Be dimension.

It appears that as people respond to questions abdut the
ideal (Should Be), they are inclin d to give a more expanOed
weight to pther organizatidnal fac ors. NOn the other hand,(

in describing how it "Is" the Laid iple og supportive
relationships (confidence and tru t) looms larger giving a

more narrow attention to other or anizational factors.
1

kWhile-the above-mentioned r sults and arguments prOvide
suppOrt for the construct validi y of the ,DSLI, they do:not,
direCtly address the interpretab-e Meaning of the DSLI H !

factdristructurel_mithspecific reference to the structure'

of Likert. From the 14 factor analyses listed on pp. 6748,
analysis number 14 wlis given special attention. This waS I

deemed necessary in view of the fact\that Likert's theory 1

revolyed primarily about a subordinats perdbption'of
his/her immediate organizatiOnaVSuperior. With respect to



i
the DSLI, this nexus. exists for three resPondent group/
levels: stud nt to department level (teacher), non-student
&D overall sc oof level (princiPal),zand Olher,certified
staff to ovemlall systein level (centraVoffice). Therefore,
these three referent groups were pooled. Responses to the
Should Be dimension of the DSLI were utilized since it was
felt that this dimension would be lesS- "contaminated" by
idiosyncratic sitUatiOns extant within certain schools.
That is'the Should Be dimension should be somewhat less
biased than the Is dimension by" the press of an immediate
but quickly passing conffidt situation.-

.

,

,

The, rotated factor matrix derived from this analysis
is presented in Appendix E-14. Under the acceptanbe crite-
.rion .of an igenvalue greater than,or equal:t6.1.(A, seven
factors were accepted. Once again, one faclbr appeared
extremely strong, explaining 57% of .the test's variance.
.In combination, the seven factors explained 73t'of the,

variance. '

-
; , , -

The meaning of each Of theseifactors ig judgmental in
nature; the gleaning of each factor being,interpreted as the
logical connection which binds the ttems most highly fo'aded

on each factor together. These iteMS groUped by the Ave
factors selected and their ,factOr;loadings are given in

Appendix-E-15. These five factors are highlighted because',
, in the researcherts judgment, they Show a recognizable simi-

larity to .Likert'S five constructs. In this regard, of
'relevance ig,the fact that the remaining two factors, ;..

although not markedly atypical tolother factors, explain
only 4% of the teSt's variance: Thus, the DSLI does appear
tol measure what it purports",to measure, namely, Likert's
conception,of a school's organizational health.

\

, . .

On the basis of logical argumentation, the emergence
Of a somewhat supprisingly strong Singie factor cannow be
explained. As recorded in Appendix E-14, thisifact r has
been interpreted as Confidence anOrust. If this, iS indeed

:
true, then it makes sense that it wOuld tend to overshadow
such concerns as communication, control, decision-making,
and interaction=influence --for itis reasonable to assume

i

. ; that r\ espondents would vieW these.latter-mentioned concerns
differentially on the basis of the Iconfidence'and Lrust..

they feel should besplaced in-theirs leaders: That is, for
1

example,,a respondent's desired level of communication can
logically be expected t6 be somewhat.dependent upon his/
herpview of 'confidence in those to wh6M he/she Mugt,

communicate. In a mathematical sense, this effec't WOuld

8 2
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result in the leaderShip/confidence factor overshadowing-the--

communication factor in terms of peraent-of variance

explained.

Measures of Logical Consistency_

'For most instruments it/should be possible toJwpothe-

size.the existence of certain relationships on the,als of

the theoretical foundation of the instrument. :The' empirical

validation of these priorlqdeduced,relationships then offers

evidence of-the_test's consLruct
terms, this argument is eciuiValent.toi stating that-the

score's of the test must be IlOgicaliy'iconsistent with:the

resultS one would expect from reasoning with 'the test's,

auiding theory: for-a test to, be vaiid it must be lOgically

consistent.

,According to the prganizationalheory.of Rensis Liiorti

an organization is.an inStrument orisocialtzation. The. :

conVergence_of'organizational
participant' attitudes is

well documented throughont the literature of Sociology_

.(Bridges,./1.964; Merton,. 1957; IprestAus, '1962; Goffman, 1961).

.
,Therefore, if the DSLI"behaves" inta loaically.consistent,
fashiamT-ene would expeat that the.iesponses of long-
:Standing-participantS' within the school setting would exhibit

less variability'than wiOuldlthe reSponses,of shcirter-term .

participants. Concerning organizational-participants.
responding to theDSLT/, this hYPOthesized difference in

variation shou'ld be aPparent between' the referent groups pf,

students (short-t9rm/participants)land non-stUdents (long

standing participantS). responding.to the organizational

health which.should/be maintained-On the overall,school

level. ,

.
.

.

. /

.

1 ___

-6'

Evidence' that-this hypothesiZed.difference was indeed.'

.exhibited and Was.in the directioz . predicted is quickly

obtained'through observation of t6e values of tiik: standard

deviations (the squarerodit of the vatiance):presented in

Appendix F.,. Tb determine', if this difference was "real" (that

is, statistically significant), an.F-value was.calculatd

-for the variabilitY among the "tOtal Should Be'SCores" (i.e.

the sum of responses to all 52 items ok-the DSLI)-of nonr:: .°,

-students vs. thevariability among' the "total Shbuld Be /,'

scores" of:stuolients when both groups ar responding'with

reference to tne overall scho 91_1evel.:_ n..obseryed signifi-

cance level of .10 or less was deemed nec ssary to accept

the-hypdthesized difference_as being stati tically signifi-

Cant. The rrsults of this.analysisare presented in Table 8
.
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below. An F94 147 static of 1.28 was

this value is jeSs than the criterion Fr
hypothesis of sigPifi',:aat diffeence was

Table 8

calculated. Since
tatistic, the
ccepted:

.

Student to Non-Student Variance Co parison:'
Based upon 1974-1975 Response to

thS OVerall SChool'Level on ti\le
Should Ei.... Dimension \

\ '2 . \

Referent,GrOup 1:(:.1: N 'S ,
\F.

\

94,147
,

StUdent .8' 94 61:142. 1.28* .

i .

Non-Student 180.4 147 47595
--,

1

*Significant at the .10 level

\

As a result of years of reasoning With the fi dings of

experimental studies and practical observations of reality,

Rensis Likert concluded that organizatiOns' health could be

eXplained in terms of .a number of constructs which he

presented_ as his Buman Organizatkon Theory. In addition,

he felt that the.leadership in organizations could pe

categorized into _four, general types and,'most importantly,

he felt that one of these types (SysteM IV) was superior to

the other three. In_a very real sense,, items were selected

for-inclusion in the DSLI on the' basis' of their representing

System IV thought." Moreover, all items of the DSLr were

'written in the !'positive" direction so that the more fre-;

;quently a respondent felt an orgailization should exhibit \'

!the behaviors implicit in the items, the :mire the iespon-'

'dent would be agreeing with the desirability of creating a

System IV type climate. Consequently, there is a direct

; positive relation Petween a respondent's level of desika-

bility of a System IV c1Itate4and his/her score on the'LSLI

Should Be dimension. of course, the respondent's score on

,
the Is dimension is an index_of how fully,implemented a

System IV is within the schbOl. Furthermore, the diagriostic

prescriptions provided by the DSLI have the explicit.inent

of creating a System IV type climate.

Given the fact that the DSLI purports to be a dia,4

nostic tool, for the DSLI to be at all-useful it must be

assumed that a/System IVclimate is highly desirable and
,



I.

-thatcis is not yet achieved. That is, an assumption

necessary to render the DSLI useful is that the mean score

of the Should-Be dimension is numerically.greater than the

mean score of the Is dimension. If this assumption is not

met, the DSLI is neithez useful nor valid.

Evidence that this assumption was indeed exhibited by

the data can once again be obtained through observation of

Appendix F. In this case, ,however, the values of concern

are the means, in particular; the relative level,of each ,

Is Mean vs. its_respective Should Be, mean. This hypothesis

of difference was tested with reference to students res-
ponding to the overall school level and non-students
responding to the overall school level. The data collected

in 1974-1975 served as the basis for the analysis. The

variables of analysis were the mean of the total Is scores;

i.e., the summation of responses to all 52 items on the Is
dimension and'the mean of the total Should Be scores computed,

separately fOr each referent group. TT.Aro Student t-tests

were computed to test for significance. The computed reiults

of this procedure are presented in Table 9 below. As is

seen, the hypothesis of difference:was supported for both

referent groups. Thus, additional support is given to the

construct validity of the DSL7.

A Table 9

Is to Should Be Mean§ Comparison:
Students Responding to-the.Overall

Schoollevel (1974-1975) .

Non-students Responding to the. Overall

Shool Level (1974-1975)

Referent Is Shc,uld Be . Is Should Be

Group N Mean Mean Variance Varia ce t

Students 94 106.7 159.8 203.213 N. 61.142 31.646*

Students
147 140.7 180.4 308.685 47.595 25.694*

*Significant at the .001 level.

A final point of relevance is the observation,that, on

the overall SchoOl level, non-students feltthe school shvild

be "more" System IV oriented than did students; and,
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fuithermore, felt that it actually was more System IV

oriented than did students (see Appendix F). Based upon

the arguments presented in the above paragraphs, this

observation makes, logical sense and in so doing bears wit-

ness to the construct _validity of the DSLI.

Measures of Practical Utility

The DSLI purports to be a .diagnostietool.. Furthermore,

it provides "Directions for Improvement" for each critical

item identified in order to stimulate the development of

intervention strategies. These directions for improvement

encourage leaders at each level to develop "Action Plans" to

reduce the intensity of the "ten most intense items"

identified. As stated purposes of the DSLI, the occurrence

or non-occurrence of these practical utility-oriented outcomes

are relevant concerns addressing the construct validity of

the DSLI.

One crude measure of the DSLI's ability to stimulate

"Action' Plans" was obtained by asking j-ust that. That is,

each of the..124 schools involved in the 1973-1974 sample

were asked if they developed,"Action Plans" after recei

their diagnosis by the DSLI. Ninety-three'schools responded

to this questionnaire: 80 schools replied--,in the affirma-

tive, while 13 schools said that they had not developed :lily

such set of plans.

The results. of t!440-Aluestionnaj.re 'Provided

cation scheme about vihich an init161-a7.0. limited atte,upt to

assess the.impact of the.DSLI. was structured. A;-; has been

noted,.for. each school, the DSLI report 1iIghlights the ten

items that exhibited the highest intetbsity. scores. For eacn

school, a statistic was computed by summing 'the.ihtr_tnsity

scores of. the ten most intense items i&entified in .1;;a 1973--

1974 diagnosis and subtracting the sUm of the intclisity

scores of these same ten items in the 1974-1975 adtinis-

tration of, the DSLI. 'Utilizing. this'statistic, schools

which claimed that..they had taken action were c4wpared to

schools which claimed that.they had taken no action.

This test is seen to have relevanc_ to the 4:;onstr/ct

validity of the DSLI inasmuch as it ws Aypotheed tha
those schools who claimed to have taken dction should

exhibit a heightened reduction of iatens:ty scores Ir'en,

compared to those schools which claild tc' have taken nO

action. That is, does the DSLI serve w?. a stimulus tc,

reduce the intensity of problems which it itself i&entifies:

Of course, there are several easily,recognj.zahle weakr,sses

`,1 8 3
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. it)
thi5

I.'g:'experimental". routifiej not the least-

1ch i5.--1-... '40k of control by the. exPeriMenter. I. -.,act,
;O 5earcu e

re has no notion as to what action P cheols took;

.
,,111,1, quite cTviously,inapproptiate action

%,f no

may bemore

agirlg 1'11 `TrItis of testing. the above-mentioned hyPothesis
th . 4°Lio was taken by a school at all. Recognizing'.

. 'tat' nrl llmi ions this Particular statistical 'analysis
sh se ilp
-Zild -- 411terPreted with extreme caution;

sls
theresults Of

III, .._ . _

*1 analY are disPlaYed.primarily because th'equeStion

N-pd 1,°a1 interesting one and, not because
i=('- tely .ansWers

the test itSelf

the question.qua

-, S.i-17e,h, ih4-en51ty scoro is a non-parametric statistic,

,IA apr-i?, variable for analysis is the'rank df the

vi.o1,1!,',;:el-ined statistic. That- is, statistics were

-ttiputeu 4---.; e4ch school and these were rarOced; the rankings
I3sme the gat4 for.a Kruskal-Wallis tv,-4t Comparing schools

(1Pich
j'airilec,1 to have taken action to those schools which -

so.c.Laim. The hypothesis as stated above will be
tll not

rjected at a 'significant level of .10. The results of this

)e.3,Ys15 are,Presented
in Table 10 below. The entries of

th tAble ca.early indicate that the hypothesis of difference
w 4-s not sliPPOrted.

v.'

Table 10

Kruskal-Wallis Test:

Coll1Pa
ison of Gain Scoresa dil,"ten Most Intense Items"
-E,-0

,' ; Schools claim' tb have taken action

v-. °ohools claimIn ave taken no action

\,ferefit
piLevel,.

kuderis
to

ePal-tmerltto
udents 72-
xterall

pc,410,01

. werai-L,

SChOol

(Pan Most Intense Iteme)17374_ .

(Ten Most Intense

Sum of Squares

Chi-Square
_(one degree
of freedom)

4'72 30..048

cems) l974-75, where the "Ten Most Intense Items" were

fified in 1973-1Q74.en 'ircnif.
Not 9----ica.nt at' the

46.281-

93 260.758

.106*

0 level.
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C.

A more structural approach to test the practical
utility (construct validity) of the DSLI was conducted. The

full details of this experiment can be examined in
Brotherton's (1975) doctoral dissertation report.

A 'feedback/socialization model was conceptualized from
the research literature on feedback. The model cOnsisted

of representative cross'-sectioal groups-of the various
sublevels of the organization. The cross-sectional groupS

were provided opportunities to participate acr6ss organ-
izational levels by analyzing each item with the highest
intensity score in each of the five organizational processes
The model thus provided for coordination through the feed-

back of survey information to all role participants.
Additionally, it left the ultimatp programming and sanctiOns

to the various superordinate levels of the organization.

The principle control mechanism was conceived to be sorial-

ization with emphasis on the development.of group norms.

The model encouraged the development of a horizontal rather

than a vertical organization.- 'It followed-rather closely

the over-lapping pin structure emphasized by Likert.
,

Eighteen senior high schools from the total sample

were selected to,participate in the feedback experiment.

These 18 schools were'randomly drawn from the available
schools withi;r1 each strata. Thesez-18 selected schools
were,then,raridomly assigned as either treatment or control

schools." This procedure resulted in a selection of three .

treatment and three control schools in each of three strata.

See Tal'le llfor a listing of the 18 schools. -

Statistical analyses of the data involved the use of

change scores. Change scores were computed by subtracting

posttest intensity 'scores from pretest intensity scores.

The change scores were utilized to test the hypotheses of

the study using Vie Mann-Whitney U Test., Siegel (1956;

p. 116) claimed that the Mann-Whitney U Test has a power-

efficiency rating of. approximately -95 percent when compared

to the ,t test. One tailed significance tests were-utilized

,to inci-Jase the power of the tests in the analyses. These

analyses are given in ApOendix G..

Two general questions were exiored in this study.

first question (hypotheses 1.1 (student to overall schol!

one item of each of .the five organizational processes), 1.7

(teacher to overall school on one-item, of each of thp five

processes), .and 1.3 (student tb each Of four -subject depart.-

ments on one item of each of the five processes)] dealtwith

the effect that.the feedbaCk model had cOncerning targeted

A
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Tabl '11

Random Selection
to Participate in Feedback

System Size , School:

of Schools
Model Implementation.

Cityr State

25,000+

Merritt Island High.' .

Wichita Heights High'
plidei. High
*pak.flidge High
*Cleveland High
*Solith Garland High-

Merritt Island, Florida
Wichita Kansas
Fort Wayne, Indiana
Orlando, Florida
St. LouiGarland,

Texas
, Mistri

.120,000
to

24,999

Sarasota ,High .

Sam Houstbn High
Richmond Senior High
*Fairhope Bigh.
*Sansom High
*Rilierview. High

Sarasota, Flofid
Arlington, Texas
Richmond, India a
Fairhope, Alabama
Gadsden, Alabama
Sarasota, Florida

5,000
to,
9,999 .

Rogers High
Newton Senior High
Winona Senior High
*Gulf Breeze,High
*Tenney High
*Milton High

Newport, Rhode Island
Negton, Iowa
Winona, Minnesota
Gulf Breeze, Florida
Methuen,* Massachusetts
Milton, Florida

The first three.schools listed in each cell were

randomly selected to participate in the implementation of

the feedback moder ('And were also randomly assigfied to

the treatment group.

*The last three schools listed in each cell were

r4ndomly selected tc; participate in the implementation of

the f'eedback model and were also randomly assigned to

the control group.

8 9
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DSLI items. The second question dealt with hypotheses

,.:1oring the generalized effect that the feedback model
!Ipd over all 52 items for the.following interactions:
stIent to prinicpal; teachers to principal; students to
language arts teachers; students to social studies teac ers;

students to science teachers; and, students to mathe

teachers.

Hypothecis 1.1

Thie hypothesis tested the effect of the feedback/.

i Socialization model.in altering stadent perceptions of the

principal and his administrative leadership team. Pive

specific "critical items" were concentrated'upon in the

etudy in an attempt to improve student perceptions of the

principal and his leadership"team. .:The null_hypothesis was

that there would be no significant difference in,student
perceptions in the treatment schools'as compared to'the

.controi schools.

The actual difference was statistically significant'at
the .05 level on each of.the five critical items (one each

in communiCationi.control, decision-Making, interaction-
influence, aneconfidence-and.trust in leadership),thus the:.

null hypothesis was rejected and the alternative directional

hypothesis was supported.

Itypothesis 1.2

- This hypothesis tested the effect of.the feedback/
socialization model in alteting teacher perceptions of the

1;rincipal and his leadership team on five identified "crit-

ical items" from.the DSLI. The null hypothesis was that -

there would be nosignificant difference in teacher percep-
tions-in the treatment and conL1 schools. -

The difference wae statisticallysignificant at the .05

level on.each. of the five critical dteme, thus the null
,hypothesis was rejected and the alternative.directional
hypothesis was supported.

Hypothesis 1.3

.This hypothesis tested the'effect of the feedbaCk/
socialization model in altering student perceptions of the

profNesional teachig etaff in each of four academic depart-,

ments. (language arts, social studies, sciencevand .

mathematics). In each department, five "critical items"
were:identified from the DSLI to be the:focal point in

90
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attempting to-improve.. ..The null hypothese6.were that:there

would be no difference in student perceptions of teachers in

the four, academic departments in the .treatment and control

schools.

The differenc-was statistically significant at the .05

level on each of the five critical items in each of the four '--

departments thusthe null hypotheses- were rejected lin each

case and the alternative directional hyp94heseswere sup-

ported.

Table12 schematically shows the cellular relationship .of

the identified areaS for Which criticaLitems' were identified

-andthe role relationship and orgahizational setting. for .

which each null hypothesis was tested under General Hypothe- .
1

,sis One..

Table 13 Provides the -Mean change sdotes. for each

'treatment anot control group at each level of. analysis.

AT.xamination of thiS':table -reveals a consistent pattern. of

change\scores being reduced to a greater degree in experi-c

mental Schools as'compared to control schools., This is

further, support for rejection of the null hypothesis and

accepaApe--af-the alternative directional hypothesiS posed

under General HYpothesis One.

Hypothesis 2.1

Is.hypothesis .was.designed to test the generalized

of,the implementation ofa feedback/socialization

model on, suboLdinate (student, teacher) perceptions of

supérordinate.(teacher, principal)' leadership'. The'model

:focused on five "critical items" for leaderShip improvement.

The research.4YPothesis.:was. that this specific eMphasis- .

wouldproduceigenerdlized.positiV6-perdeption
Shifts .

across the comPlete range of survey items. as ..sured by

reduced intensity.scoes. 'The null hypothesis-was that

there would be no significant differende in subordinate

perceptions of superordinate leadershiP in treatMent schools

as'coMpared to Control.schools.

This hypothesis WaS tested using ..the- change .scords

generated from all 1..tems.on the DSLI that werederived from

homogeneous groUps of respondents who had reacted.to a

particular subgroupof superordinates (Example,- Students

responding to teachersiA the language arts.departmentr or -

teachers.responding*Lthe principal and his leadership..

team.) .This.approadh,reSulted. in six separate Mann,-Whitaey

U Tests. .Four:of the siX testsproduced results thatiWere
non-significant at the. .05) 4eveL, while.twof the. tests .

1
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'Table 12

General Hypdthesis One
'Table of Cells for'Subhypothesis Testing%
(Mann-Whitney U Test, one-tailed, p< .05)

Organizational
Setting Comm. Cont. .15.-Mak. Int.-Inf. C & T

Students to.
Principal

Teachers to
Prindipal

Students to
Teachers
(Lang: Arts)

Students tb
Teachers
(Soc. St;.)

Students to
TeacherP
(Science)

*

Students to
Te7tchers
(Math)

S
a

s

, s s s

s s S s

s s s s

s S s s

*S symbolizes statistical significance.
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Table 13

General Hypothesis One
Table of Mean Change Scores

(Treatment ricl Control Group)

Organizational
Setting Comm. Cont. D.-Mak. Int.-Inf. C &.T

Students to E
a -4.51 -4.18 -4.76, -4.35 -4.04

"Prdncipal C
b -0.13 -0.31 -1.00 -1.43 -0.57

Teachers to E -4.38 -4.70 -5.10 -4.89 -4.57

Principal C -0.55 -0.32
. .

-0.31 ,-0.50 -0.7

Students to E -4.59 -4.44 -4.96 -4.85 .10

"Teachers
(Lang. Arts)

C -1.75 -1.06- -2.39 '-1.91
i

-1.661

Students to E -4.69 r4.26 -4.14 -4..13
/ -4.14

Teachers C -1.04 -1.36 -1,.24 p -1.17 -1.09

(Soc. St.)

Students to E -4.63 -3:41 -4.0, -4.27 -4,34

Teachers C . +0.10 -1.57 +0.49: -0.37 -0.

(Science) - 6

Students to E -4.26 -3.92 -4.64 -3.92 -4.92

Teachers C , 70.10 -0.8T7 -1.35 -1.19 -0.09

(Math)

C = Control

3
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produced significant results. On-the basis
to testing General Hypothesis Two, the null
retailned.

Table 14 details the findings
schematic presentation.

Table;14

.

of th;s approach
hypothesis was 1

o'f this approach in a,

.General pypothesis Two
\Table of Cells 'for Testing Hyg thesis

Sub-divided Method !

(Mann-Whitney-1J Test, one-tailed, p-4. .C)5)
I

Organizational Statistical
.

Finding
.

Students to Prindipal

Teachers tO:Principal

Students tc Teachers.
(Language,Arts)

Students to.Tedchers
(Sotial Studies) ,

Students to
. (Sclence)

Students to
-(Math),

Teachers

Teachers

Non-Significant

Non-Significant

Non-Signifipant

Non-Significant

Significant

Significant

Table 15 provides the mean change scdi. s'Eor each ,

treatment and control group at-eaell-level o
is of interest to .note that the two cells where significance-

was found were measuring student perceptions of teachers-

-particular subject (science and mathematics) areas.
also of interest-to ndte, that in till two other areas' wh re ,

student respOnses" to teachers were easured, although-n
significant, there was definite movement toward achieven\ nt

of sign,,ficance. (Complete layouts of. these data ,are fc4ind

inAppendix G. /
/

In the 'case of-the two cells testing responseS to the /
principa). and his administrative ieadership_team, there was

some apparent positive movement,,in subordinate peceptions
bu't of a somewhat weaker/natureCthan that,sden in 'the student

responses to the t.'eachers in the various departments.
- ,
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Table 15

General Hypothesis Two,
Table.of Mean Change Scores

(Treatment and Control Groups)

Change SCores
.

Organizational SettiAg

eudentS to principal
,

Teachers to Principal

:Students to. Teachers'
_,(Language Ai.-1.

Students to Teachers
(Social Studies)

_Students to Teachers
(Science)

Students'to Teachers

a-
E..= Experimental

,C = Control

-4

E
a,
b

C

El

C

E.

'+0.16
+0.1,\1

-0.20 -,,_
+CIAO

1

-0..25\

4

c

E
C

C.

.;:

, ..+0.04
..

1

V
\

+0.30 ,

-0.11
+1.05

+0.04
+0A4-.

z \

'TI-ie practical :utility test examineethrough the appli-

cation of a feedback/socialization model'clearly demonstrated

that when,schOols.tise a
structurddWpp.roaph to correcting .

specific,items on the.DSL1, then the DSLI:defirately prOvides

a vehicle for'imprOing the school's organizational health

as relates to.the targetd items. As determined by .this

,_exgeriment, the apOlicatift of the feeaback/socialization,

-,mcidel does not impove the overall health of the Schoo,1,
,-.

organization. [

i (The data used to:test the hypotheses ill 'the a6dve

describ.ed-utilItyi.estJere severely limited by a-time
1- factoi'.. The data sed to test the feedbaciodel were

II

,dollected:only two months after the mode1bwas applied.' i,In

light of Likert's esearch On time interl*.a1's necessary to

effect changes,' the resuits.of this applicatieT experimeht

proVide stronsi stip'ort for :the construct validity of.the

DSL1.

A



!e' As relating to evidefite and the importance of fime,

Likert made the following observation.

7

(Scattered evidence'from a variety
of sources including case studies

/ suggests to the authOr that, stability
is achieved in about two to four °

years.) The.resultS in Chapter 2 to'
4 which reflect the typical, long-range
situation, however, give every-reason
to believe that had the cleri,cal,experi-
ment,been continued for another year
or'ts , productivity and,qualitof -

work 4ou1d'have Continued to inárease
in t: a participative program,,while-in -

the hierarchically controlled)program
productivity and Tiality'ofl work wotild,
have declined-As a result ,oft-the hos-
tility,'resentment, and turnover, evoked

e, by the program: -(Likert,, 1961, p. 69)
I

Reliability and Veidity. Conclusions' '

, 6 . ,

Y Using1/the split-half pethod of estimating, the relia-

bility, the reliability of the DSLI is ektremely -high.,,
! ;

d
/

Tho,y;:riterion.re1ated'i'validity of the DSLI was,not

, examjned ih this study. Ar earlier study by Hall (1972;

pp. 5-55'40) 'established a.positive significant relationship;

b...%:.- Halpin:s,OCDQ;iand,Likert's Profile of a Schobl. All

of ,i3 elementary scho9ls in the Hall studyrclasO.fied
1

'-as .%-ir SYstem III or SyStem IV bythetikert Proile.'
an Ole DSLInis based upon the SyStem IV Likert iodel, it

.- 1..
as.putnd that the Hall studY provides a reasonab e basis

for indicating crifterion related validity of the ISLI.

Content'validity for/the DSLI is tupported in two ways. )

.' -,e HA11/.(1972) study: gives evidence-that the theOretic
otrudtureadvocated by Likert is an adequate conceptual,-

dzation of a school's climate jorga

1

izational healthY.
,4-SeCOndly,'as can he seen ip Chapter II, (Where the -develop-

Pent of the itemsT,comprising, the DSLI' are\ described), and .

. :ip th)9 DSLI 'fadfor analySes.iupportilng, -Elie Likert organi-

'. ZatiOrial proc6ssds, -thevitems in the DSLI'do.accurately'amL
adequately.suipport Likert's theoretic strUdture: .

The,DSLI's cons:Cruct validity is also supported. The

.. 'main sUppor for ,the! DSLI:s cOnstruct vali4ty is -that the
; 9
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factor structure (through factor analytic treatment) has
shown the DSLI tO be -likened -to the five major.contructs
of Likert; i.e:, Communication,- cOntrol; decision7making,
interaction-influence, and col3y.idence and trust. The.DSLI
.construct validity (logical consistency) is supported by
the statiSticaily signifiCant,relationship found in,the
'tested hypothesis'that students, (short-term particiPants)
exhibited more .variability in the Should Be dimension at
the oVerail school level than "did non-students (long-term
participants). See':Table 8 on page 73 for the basis of

-,this.statement. A major assumption'undergirding the
constructiOn of the DSLI is that .the Likert Syttem IV type
of leadetshipis more highly desired than a non-System IV-

.
type;_end,furthermOre'that a System-IV is rarely achieved.
The-Statistically significant finding aspresented in
Table 9 on page 74 concerning student,end non-student Is

-and Should Be means provides strong support for.the DSLI's
consttuct validity. Limited but definite suppOrt for con-\
-struct.validity wat-elso shown by demonstrating,that the
DSLI Can bring about 'statisticafly significant-changes in
targeted items with high intensity sco'res when a feedback,
model is applied. The researcher feels that the time
constraint was 'responsible for the non-significant statis-
tical results concerning Changes in the overall intensity
scores.

The Preparation of Norms for the DSLI

Since the data described in the preceding section
provides-,evidence that the DSLI is a reliable and valid .

diagnostic tool, it was determined that. the establishment
f norms was appropriate. Norms for the DSLI were prepared ,

,On the basis of the.data colleced in
-

the 1974-1975 admin-
stration. The .charcteristics of thissampleThave been
reviewed heretofore; to re-acquaint himself with these .

characteristics the reader should -refer to Chapter II.

Since the unit of analysis for the DSLI iS the school
and'not the_indiyidual respondent, all results stemMing.-
from an administration of the DSLI are means taken over the
appropriate referent, groups within a school. -Bence,- the
Central Limit Theotem applies to the population sampled by
the DSLI; that'is,/,the population sampled by the DSLI
follows a Normal:Distribuqon. This being the case; the,
most appropriate OBLI raw score transformations are'the z-
statistic-and.theconversion of'this statistic into a per-
centile under conditions of normality. A z-statistic fot
,each'Possible raw score-.on the DSLI is obtained by.-

o

9 7
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subtracting the
dividing by the
of these values
to a normaliZed
may, be found in

1-

mean,of the norm group from a raw scoreand
standard deviation of the norm group; each
is converted into a percentile by referring
z-score/percentile conversion-table which
any standard statistics'teRt.

Consequently, if it4s desired to create a norm table
for a group bearing"certa_in particular char,acteristics, the:.
only pieces of information.which must be made aliailable are .

the mean and standard deiation of that group. To facilitate
this occurrence, the means and Standard deviations, of all'
reasonable subgroups of the DSLI by item_and dimension-are
presented in Appendix F. 'The possible norm groupsmade
available through this data display are shown.in the saffiple
repb.rt given in Appendix H.

FOr convenience, the following 17 nOrm tables have been
prepared for the total intensity score (that is, the sum of

the 52 intensity scores). The norm tables t'lemselveS are
presented as tables 16 through 32:

A. For al1 schools responding to the 1974-1975
administration of,the DSLI:

1. Students and Teachers responding,to the
Department Level. 14

2. Students responding to,tf)e "Department Level.

s). Teacher& responding to.,,the Department Level.
-

4. Students responding to the:Ovekall School Levei.

5. Non-Students respondi the'Overall School
Level,

6: Other'Certified Sta21 responding to the Overall
-System.Level.- -.

B. For all elementary schoolS responding to the 1974-
1975 administration of the DSLI:

7. Non-Students responding to the' Overall School
Level. 4.

C. For all middle schools responding.' tb the 1974-1975
adMinistration of the DSLI:

a. Students and Teachers responding to the

Department Level.

9 8
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Students reponding to the Depa'rtMent

10. Teacher$ i:e'sbonaing to thdpepa#m'erif. Level.

Sttidents responding to the Overall..SChool"LeVe .

-

12: No0.2.Students responding to the OVerall. School

-

D. Eor all secondary scliools responding. o the a974--:
.1975 administration of the DSL1:

13. Students and Teachers responding to the-Depart-
ment Level.'

;,14., Students responding to the Department Level.

15 Teachers responding to the Department Leel.
'

16.:'Students responding tO the Overall School Level.

17. Non7Students respondina to the%Overall School

Level.

88
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T.ab1e 16'-
f

NOrms for all Schools Combined;
Student's an& Teachers td Department Levels

/ N = 118

111 gC)-4Raw Score
a

4'

Z Value -Verdentile CO/

4

131
198
245
.281

-.(0769
2.1,5192

34077
4.7115
5.'4038.

-2.3267,
-1.645
-1.2817'
-1.0365

.8418
312 6.0000 .6745
340 6.5385 .5244
366 7.10385 - .3854
391 7.5192 - .2533
.395 7.5962 - .2274
400 7.6923 - .2018

.405 7.7885 .1764
410 7.8846 .151
414e 7.9615 .1256
419 8.0577 .1005
424 8.1538 - .0752
428 8.2308 .0502
433 8.3269 .025
438 8.4231 0

,442 8.5000 .025
447 8.5962 .0502
452 8.6923\ .0752
456 8.7692\ .1005,

4.61 8.8654+ .1256
466, 8.9615 .151
471 9.0577 .1764
475 9.1346 .2018
480 9.2308
485 9.3269 .ff37

510
' 535

9.8077
10.2885

.3854

.5244
564. 10.8462 .6745
595 11.4423 .8418
631 12.1346 1.036'5

677 13.0192 1.2817
745 14.3269 1.645

.1
5

10
15
20
25
30.

35

41
42
434
A5 /

46
,/

.47

48
4'9 .

50/
.5]2

53
.54

55

57i
58/

60/.

65
7,0

75
.80

85,
;90

/95

a 52 52 '.

Raw Score = z:I , Intensity Raw _Score = I. /,/

i_=1

89
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,Raw Scorea

table 17
. .

Norms for all Schodls Combined
StudentS:to Department (Teachers) /

...
/N = 118 /

/ -

Intensjtyb,
A.

Raw SCore Z Value

At!

Percentile ,

171
194
207 ,

215
. 0/222

228
233
238

." 242

243
244
245
246.:
:241
2.18

2.49

.250,

250
2511

\ 252 '

\ 2531

2/55i

-25

/257
/ 258

.! 259
;-

7 265
269

i .274

280
287
296
308
332

3.2885
3.7308

, 3.9808
4.1346
4.2692
4.3846
4.4808
4.5769
4.6538
4.6731
4.6923
4.7115
4.7308
A .7500
4.7692
4.7885
4.8077
4.8077
4.8269
4.8462
4.8654
4.8846
4.9038
4.9231

4.9423
4.9615
4.9808
5.0000
5.0962
5:1731
5..2692
5.3846
5.5192
5.6923
5.9231.
6.3846

-2.326T
1.645

- 1:2817
1.0365
,.8418

= .6745
. 5244

. 3854
- . 2533

2274
: 2018

, 1764
.151

.:- .1256
. 1005
. 0752
. 0502

- . 025

0

. 025

. 0502

.0752
'. 1005

.1;456

. 151

. 1764

. 2018

. 2274

. 2533

. 3854

.5244,

. 6745

. 8418
1.0365
1.2817
11.645
2.3267

1

5

10 ",

15 /

20
25
30
35
40
41
42
43.

44
45

1

46'

.47

48.

49 /

50
51

53
54
55
56 A

57
58
59.

60 ,
/65
70'

/15

/ 85
'90

,

_!9,9

,f

52 .

1\ Raw Score = I .

1=1

52
-IntensitT_Raw Score = I.

, 1=1
52

90



1

Table 18

Norths-for all ScYiools eombined. -
Teachers to Department Heads-

N = 118

Intensityb
Raw Score Z Value .Percentile (%)

34 2
87

-116
1,35

150
163

\ 175
\ 186

196
\ 198
\199
202.1
204
206
208
'2 0
21
214
216
218

224
226
228.
230
232
234
-226
246
257'
269
282
297.
316
345
398

.6538 -2.3267
1.6731
2.2308 -1.2817
2.5962 -1.035
2.8846 - ,8418
3.1346 .6745
3.3654 - .5244
3.5769 .3854

- .25333.7692
3.8077 - .2274
3.8269 .2018
3.8846 .1764
3.9231 .151
3/9615 .1256
4.0000 .1005
4.0385 -0752
4.0769 .0502
4.1154 -025
4.1538 0

4.1923 .025
4.2308 .0502
4.2692 .0752
4.3077 .1005
4.3462 .1256
4.3846 .-151

4.4231 1764
4.4615

.

.2018
4.5000 .2274
4.5385 .2533
4.7308 .3854
'4.9423 .5244
5.1731 .6745
5.4231 .8418
5.7115 1.0365
6.0769 1.2817
6.6346 1.645

2,7.6538 3267

1

5

10
15

25
30.
35
40
Al.
42
43
44
45

47

49
50
51
52

.(253

54
55
.56
57
58.

60
65
70
75
80/
85/,
90/

/95

99 r

a 52
Raw Score = I

i
i=1

b / 52
Intensity_Raw Score

1

91 ,

a

102

.i=1
52-

i



Table 19

Norms for all' Schools Combined
Students to Oyerall School (Princip.al/Sf.aff)

4, ,.
.--- N = 118,

Intensityb
Raw Score

a Raw Score

r

Value

,

136 2.6154 -2.3267
175 3.3654 =1.645
196 3.7692 _1.2817

210 4.0385 -1.0365
221 4.2500 .8418
231 4..4423 .6745
239 4.5962 .5244
249. 4.7885 .3854
255 4.9038 .2533
256 4.9231 .2274
257 4.9423 .2018
259 4.9808 .1764
261 5.0192 - .151
262 5.0385- .1256
263 0577 .1005
265 5.0962 -.. 075,2

266 5.1154 - .0502

/, 268 5.1538 .025
269 , 5.1731 0

271 5.2115 .025
1.2,72 5.2308 .0502
.273, 5.2500 .0752

5.2885 .1005
276 5.3077 .1256
278 5.3462 .151
279 5.3654 .1764
281 5.4038 .2018
282 5.4231 .2274
8 4 5.4615 .2533

291 5.5962 .3854
299, 5.7500, .5244
308 5.9231 .6745
317 6.0962 ..8418

329 6.3269 1.0365,
343 r 6.5962 1.2817\
363. 6.9808 1.645 j

397 7.6346 2.3267

Percentile ( )

1

i

10!
15
20

30
-35

. .40

. 41
42

. /13

/44'
45
46
47
48

, 49

50
53. ..

52
53
54

56
57
58

60:
65
70

75.
80
85
,90

95;
99

,Raw Scokie
52

= I.

4. 1 52
Intensity Ravi*Sdore = I

i=1

92

1 03

52



A
Table 20.

Normsfor all Schools Corlibined
Ndn-Students to Overall School (Principal/Staff)

'1\1 =,1,18 .

Raw Score
a

IntensitYb
Raw Score Z Value Percentile 00

62
114
141
159
174
.187
198
209
219-
221.

.; 223

225
227
229
231
232

, 234
236 c

238
240
242
244
245
247
249'
251
253
255
257
267.

271:3

289'
302

,316
335
363
414

\1.192-3
2,1923
2.71a5
3.0577
3.3462
3.5962.
3.8077
4 0192
4:2115
.4.2500'
4.'2885
4.3269
4.3654
4.403g
4.4423
4.4615'
4.5000
4.5-385
4.5769
4.6154
4.6538'
4.6923
4.7115
4.7500
4.7885
4.8269
4.8654
,4.9038
4.942,3
5.1346
5.3462
5.5577

-2.3267 1

-1.645\ 5

-1.2817 10
-1.0365 15

.8418 2W

.6745 25

.5244 30

.3854 35
- .2533 40

. 2274 41
42

- .1764 , '43
.151

- .1256
- .1005

.0752
:0502
.025
0

.025

.0502

.0752

.1005

. 1256

. 151

. 1764

.2018

.2274

. 2533

.S854

.5244

.6745

.8418
1.0365
1.2817
1.645
2.3267

T. 5.8077 \
6.0769
6.4423
6.9808
7.9615

-

4-5

46

48
49
50

52
53
54

56'
57
58
59.
60
65 q

-76
75-
80

.135

95
99

,

a
Raw Score '=

i=1

.

b 4 52 '

Intensity Raw Score = 1
. , i.

i=1
52

_93

104



n

Ra'W Score
a

64-
107
136
159
179
197,

213:
229;

,23.5
238
,241

247,
250
253
256
.259
262
265
.268
270
273
'276
279
282
286
289
304:.
321
338
358

.410
-453
534

0

Table 21 .

Norms for all- Schools Combined
Other Cei'tified to-SY.stem Level

= 118

; Intensity
.Raw Scpreb

_

Z Value Pei.cent4le (%)

.1.2108
2.0577

-3.0577

-1.645'4
- -1.2817
-1.0365
- .841B-

5
.10 .

15

3.4423 .6745 .25.
3.7885 .5244 30....
4.0962 . .3854 4 "

4.4,038 .2533 40..

4_4615 - .2274- r

.2018
4.5769 .1764 43'

446346 .151' 44 .

4.6923 .1256 45,

4.7N0 - .1005 46
4.8077 .0752 47

4.8654 .0502 48

4.9231 .025 49

4.9808 - 0 50

.5.0385 .025 51

5.0962 4_0502 52,
.5:1;538 .0752 53

5.1221' -"54

- 5.506 .1256 55

.5.3077 . .151 56

5.365,4 .1764 57

5.4231 .2018 . 58

5.5000. .2274 59

5:5577 .2533
0.

60

5.6462 .3854 65

6.1731 .5244 70
6.5000 .6745 75

6.8846 .8418- 80

7,3269 .1.0365 .85 `T

7.8846 1.2817 90

8.7115 1645 .95

10.2692 2.3267 . 99

b 52

Raw Score = -I.

1=1
Intensity Raw Score =.' 1.

1

105
94

1=1
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Table 221

. .Norms for Elementary School Respondents
Non-Students to Overall School_(Principal/Sta4f)

N = 24';

w Sc.orea
- Intensity.b
Raw Score

9231
83 1.5962

107 2.0577
125 2.4038
141 2.7115
156 3.0000
169 3.250,0
182 3.5000
184 3.5385
187 3.5962
189 3.6346'
192 3.6923
194 3.7308
196 3.7692
199 3.8269..

201 3.8654
204 3.9231
206 3.9615
208 4.0000
211 4.0577
2.13

216- 4.153.8
218. . \4.1923
221 4 25-00

4.2885.223
22,6 . 4.3462
228 4.3846
230 , 4 .423.1

. 243 ° 4 .6731
257 . 4

271 5.2115
287 5.5192
306 5.8846
329 6.3269
3.64

430 .2692

Z Value Percentile (%)

- 1.645
1.2817
1.0365

-.8418
. 6745

.5244
- .3854

. 2533'

.2274
,A2018

- .1764
.- .151
- .1256
- .1005

.0752

.0502.

. 025

0

. 025

. 0502

. 0752

.1005

. 1256

. 151

. 1764

. 2018

. 2274

. 2533

.3854

.5244

. 6745

.8418
1.0365
1.2817
1.645
2.3267

5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40
41
42 '-

43
44.

45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
.53
54
55
56
57

59 ,

60
65
70
75
80
85 ,

90
95
99

a - 52' 52

Raw Sdore Ii 1 Intensity Raw Score = I.

i=1 i=1
.4 52



Norms-fori.1gd.dd le School,Respondents
St'udents and Tec,tkers tIlepartment Levels

Raw Score
a

Intehsityb.
Raw Score

.;.-

108
142
161=
173
183
192

199
206
213 .

214

-

-

4

N
,

-, 22/.0769

2.7308 :
3.0962
3.3269
3.5192
3.6923
3.8269
3.9615 -

4.0962
4.1154 ...

216 4.1538
217 - [ 4.1731
218 ', 4.1923
219' - -''' 4.2115

221 4;2500 ------------

222
223

,

4.2692. '
4--2885

N. 224 43077
".226 ' 41:462N
227 , -4.3654 :NN"
228 4 . 3846

230 -' - 4.4231
231 4.4423
232 4.4615
233 4.4808
235 J. A-5192
236 4.5385
.237 4.5577
239 --N4.5962-

, 245 4.711-5
t 252 1 4.8462
! 260 5.0000
i

,...-

268
278,

5 1538-/-
5.346-2

29 iN. .5% 5962

309 5.9423
394 -' 7.5769_,

N, Raw Score =
-

i=1
. /

-N

.'N
. -

Z\Value
,

Percentile (%)

-2. i267

5
-1.2817 lb--

-1.03.65 15
- 841-8-- -''N 20

.6745 25, NN

- , 5244
. ,

N-30

,
.3854 35

- .2533 40
- 2274 41-.

-- -2018 42
=. .1764---- 43
- .151 ° 44 -..

- .1256 45 ,

...7 .1005 46
= .0752 47

. 0502 48

. 025 49'

0 r 50
.

. 025 ' 51

.0502 52
, . 0752 53
.1005 54
:1256 55

. .1n-';'N 56
. 1764 57

:. 2018 58
. 2274
,. 2533 6-0.

.3854 N 65

.5244
.. 6745 , 75

' "--, '80'.9418 ...,

"1 ..0365 85
12817 90 .

N'-1.645 95
' 2'>326.7 99

52
Intehsity Raw

1=1



Raw Scorea

.# Table 24

Norms for Middle School Respondents
Students ,to Department (Teachers)

N = 54

-Intensityb
Raw. Score

c.

Z Value Percentile ( ),

166
188
'19-9

207
213
218
223
228
232
233
234
234
235
236
237
238
238
239
240
24-1

241
242
243
2,44

245
245
246
247
248
252
256
261
266
27.2

280
292
313

3.1923
3.6154
3.8269
3.9808
4.0962
4:1923
4.2885
4.38A6
4.4615
4.4808,
4.5000
4.5000
4.519\2
4.5385\
4.5577\
4.5769
4.5769.
4.5962
4."6154
4.6346
4.6346
4.6538
4.6731
4.6923
4.7115
4.7155
4.7308
4.7500
4.7692
4.8462
4:9231
5.0192
5.1154
5.2308
5.3846.
54154
6;0192 ?

- 2.3267

1.2817
-1.0365

.841.8
- .6745
- .5244
-
- . 2533

. 274

.2018-

..1764'

.151

.1256

.1005

.0752
21\ .0502
1 .025

0

-.025
. 0502
. 0752

.1005
`.1256
-151
:*1764
.2018
.2274
. 2533

.3854
' .5244
.6745
. 8418

1.0365
1.2817°
1.645
2.3267

...4

1

5

10
15
20
25
30,

35 4

40.

41.

42
43 .

44--
45.

147

,4.8

49
50
51
52
5.3

.54

55
56
57
58
5.9

60
65
70
75,

BO
85
90
.95

99

.- 52 b 52

'Raw Score = I. \ Intensity Raw...Score =
1=1 \ i=1

N 3
c

52
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,:.Table 25

Norms for:Middle School-Respondents
Teachers,,to bepartmant Heads .

I\P= 54

Raw. .SCore°'

Ihtentityb
Raw Score Z Value ,percentile (%)

-60-
:103

, 126
142
154
165

1.1538
1.9808
2.4231
2.7308
2.9615
3.1731

-2.3267
-1.645
-1.2817
-1.0365
7 .8418
-..6745

1

5

10
15
20
25

.175: 3.3654 - .5244 30
183 3.5192 .3854 35
192 3.6923 - .2533 40
194 3.7308 - .2274 41
195 3.7500 .2018 42

. 197 3.7885 -" .1764 43
. 198 3.8077 - .151 44

200' 3.8462 .1256 \45

201 3.8654 - .1005 46
203 ,3.9038 .0752 47
205. 3.9423 - .0502 48
206 . 3.9615 - .025 49
208 4.0000 0 50

210 4.0385 .025 51
211 4.0577 .0502 52
213 4.0962 ,0752 53
215 4.1346 .1005 54

216 4.1538 .1256 55
218 4.1923 , -151 56
219 4.2115 .1764 57

221 4.2500 .2018 58

223. 4.2885 .2274 59
224 4.3077 .2533 60

233' 4.4808 .3854 65

242 A.6538 .5244 70
251-- (.8269 .6745 75
262 5.0385 .8418 80
274 5.2692 1.0365 85
290 5.5769 1.2817
313-. 6.0192 1.645 95,
356. 6.8462 2.3267 99

.a 52
Raw Score =.

i=1

b- 52
Intensity Raw Score

1=1
52

98

1.0 9

)
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Table 26

Norms for .NUddle.School ResPondentS
Students to Overall. School (Principal/Staff)

k = 54'

Intensityb
Raw Scorea Raw Score Z Value Percentile (%)

135 2.5962 -2.3267 1

167 3.2115 -1%645 5

184 3.5385
,

-1.2817 10
196 3.7692 -1.0365 15
205 3.9423 .8418 20
213 4.0962 - .6745 25
220 4.2308 .5244 ,30
227 4.3654 .3854 35
233 4.4808 - .2533 40
234 4.5000 .2274 41
236 4.5385 - .2018 42
237 4.5577 .1764 43
238 4.5769 .151 44
239 4.5962 .12564 , 45
240 4.6154 .1005 ' 46
242 4.6538 .0752 47

243 4.6731 .0502 48.

244, 4.6923 - .025 49
245 4.7115 0 50.

246 4.7308 .025. 51
247 4.7500 .0502 -52

249 4.7885 .0752 53

250 4.8077 .1005 , 54

251 4.8269 .1256 55

252 4.8462 .151 56
253 4.8654 .1764 .57

255 4.9038 .2018 58

256 4.9231 .2274 59

257 4.9423 .2533 60

263 5.0577 .3854 65

270 5.1923 .5244 70

277 5.3.269 .6745 75'

285 5.4808 .8418 80
-294 5.6538 1.0365 85,
306 5.8846 1.2817 90 ,

323 6.2115 1.645 95
355 6.8269 2.3267 99 .

a 52 b -52

Raw Score = I. Intensity Raw Score
i=1 ' ' i=1A A

52

110.
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Table 27

Norms for Middle School RespOndents
Non-$tudents to Overall School (PrinCipal/Staff)

N = 5.1

Raw Score
a

IntenSityb
Raw Score -7, Value Percentile

_

100 1.9231 -2.3267 1

144 2.7692 -1.645 5

168 3.2308 -1.2817 10

183 3.5192 -1.0365 15

196 3.7692 - .848 20

207 3.9838 .6745 25

216
,
'4.1538 - .5244 30

225 4.3269 - .3854 35

234 4.5000 - .2533 40

236 4.538-5 .2274 41.

237 4.5577 .2018 42

239 4.5962 .1764 43'

241 4.63'46 ,151 44

242 4.6538 - .1256 4,5

244 4.6923 - .1005 46

245 4.7115 - .0752 47

247 4.7500 .0502 48

249 4.7885 - .025 49

250 4.8077 0 50

252 4.8462 .025 51

254 ,. 4.8846 .0502 52

_255 4.9038 .0752 53

256, 4.9231 .1005 54

258 4.9615 .1256 55

260 5.0000 .151 56

262 5.0385- .1764 57'.

263 5.0577 .2018 38

265 5.0962 .2274 59

267 5.1346 .2533, 60

275 5.2885 .3854 ,65

284 5.4615 .5244 ,- 70

294 5.6538 .6745 .
75

305 '.
5.8654 .8418 80

317 6.0962 1.0365,0- 85

333 6.4038 1.2817 90

357 6.8654 1.645 95

400, 7.6923 2.3267 99

a ,
52 , b 52

Raw Score = Intensit,Raw Score =" i. I..

i=1 1 f=1 1
r, 52

100

'82p

111

)



Table 28

-"Norms for Secondary School Respondents
8tudents and Teachers to Departmen't Levels

N = 40

Intensity
Raw Scorea Raw Score, Z Valtie PerCentile (%)

107 -2.0577/ -2.3267 1

147 2.8269 -1.645 5

1.68. 3:--2308 -1.2817" 10

183
194

3.519/2
3.7308

i.8418
15
20

204 3.9231 - ...6745 25

213 , 4.0962 - .5244 30

221 ' 5.2500 .,3854 35

229 4.4C98 .2533 40

231 4.4423 .2274 41

232 4.4615 .2018 42

234 4.5000 .1764 43

235 4.5192 .151 44

237 4.5577 .- .1256 45

238 4.5769 ' .1005 4.6

240 4.6154 .0752 47

241 4.6346 -0502 48

242 4.6538 .025 49

244 4.6923 0 - 50

245 4.7115 .025, , 51

247 , 4.7500\ :0502 52

248 4.7692 .1752 53

250 4.807,7\ . -005 54

251 4,8269 \ .1256 55

253 4.8654 1 .151 56

254 4.8846 .1764 57

256 4.9231 .2018 58
'59257 , 4.9423 .2274

25,9,

266
4.9808
5.1154

.2533

.3854
60
65

275 5.2885 .5244 .70

284_ 5.4615 .6745 - 75

294' 5.6538 .8418 80'

305 -5.8654 .0365 85

319 6.1346 1.2817 90

341 6.5577 1.645 95

381 7.3269' 2.3267- 99

a 52 b ,,
52

'Raw Score = I. Intensity -Raw Score =- i Ii
1=1 1=1

52

101

112
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/Table 29

Norms ,fot:Seconaary School-Respondents
Saide-nts Department. (Teachers),

40 .--q,Intensityb
Raw Scorea , Raw Scoie

191 3.6731
213 4.0962
225 41.320
233 4.48,08'4

239 4.5962:
245 4.7115
249 4.7885
254\ 4.8846'
258 4.9615
259 4.9808
260 5.00.00
261 5.0192
262 5.0385
263 5.0577
264 5.0769
165 5.0962
266 5:1154
267 5.1346
268 5.1538
269 5.1731
270 5.1923
271 5.2115..
272 5.2308
273 5.2500
274 5.2692
279 5.3654
283 5.4423
288 5.5385
293 5.6346
300 5.7652
305 5..8654

-319 6.1346
341 6.5577

-- ---

Z Value r Percentile _(%)'

-2.3267 1 ',I.',

/-1.645 5

-1.2817 10

-1.0365 15
.8418 20
.6745 25

- .5244 30 Ct

- .3854
.2533 40
.2274 41
.2018 42 .

.151 44

.1256 45

.1005 46

.0502

.025
0

. 025,

.0502

. 0752

. 1256

. 151

.1764

. 2018

. 2533

. 3854

. 5244

. 6745

. 8418

1.0365
1.2817
1.645
2.3267

50
51
52
53
55
56
57
58°

.6o
65
*70
75

85
90
95
99 -

a 52, 52
Raw Score = I: ensity Raw Score = I.

i=1 4) -

113

102

52



Hrable 30

Norms-for'Secondary School Respondents
Teachers to Department Heads

N = 40

Raw Score
a

Intensityb
Raw Score Z Value PerCentile (%)

52
101
126
14,;

158
170
181
191
200
202
204

-206--

1.0000
1.9423
2.4231
2.7692
3.0385
3.2692
3.4808
3.6731
3.8462
3.8846
3.92-31
3.9615

-2.3267
-1.645
-1.2817
-1.0365

1

8418
.6745
.5244

- .3854
.2533

- .2274
.2018
..1764

1

5

.10
15
20
25

.....

-- -35
40

/

,41
42;

208 4.0000 .,151
-i

4A

209 4.0192 1256 45

211 4.0577 .1005 i 46

213 4.0962 -0752 47

215 4.1346 .0502
217, 4.1731 .025

218' 4.1923 0 -= i

220 4.2308 .025 5;1'

222 4.2692 '.0502 52''

223 4.2885 ;0752 , 53

g 4.3269 .1005 54

4.3654 :1256
229 4.40381 a151 75.6

-23f 4,44231 :,1764 57A.

233 4.4808 .2018 581

235 4.5192 .2274 59i

2136 4.5385 .2533 .60"i

21(16 4.7308 .3854 . 6'5!

256 4.9231 .5214 70

267 5-.1346 '''..' .6745

279. 5.3654 .84A .80 ` .*;;;';

292 5.6154 . 1.0365 .85 7t

310 5.9'615, 1.2817 90

,336. 6,4615 1.645 95

385, 7.4038 ' 2.3267 9.q

a
\

,52 b ,
. 52

Raw, Score = I
i

'
Intensity. Raw Score = I.

1=1 i
i=1

:.

103

111

52,
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Table 31

Norms for Seccndary Schoo1 Respondents
Students to Overall School (Principal/Staff)

,N 40,

'
Raw Score

a
,Intensityb
Raw Score Z yalue Percentile (%)

178
215
234
247
258
267
275

3./1231
4.1346
4.5000
4.7500
4.9615
5.1346
5.2885

-2.3267
-1.645
-1.2817
-1.0.365
- .8418

.6745

.5244

1

5

10
15
20
25
30 e

282 5.4231 .3854 35

289 5.5577 - .2533 40

'291 J 5.5962 - .2274 41

292 5.6-154 .2018 42

294 5.6538 - .1764 43

295 5.6731 - .151 44

296 5.6923 - 4256 45

,297 5.7115 - .1005 46

299 5,7500 7 .0752 47

300-, 5.7692 - .0502 48

,301 5.7885 - .025 49

303 5.8269 - 0 50

304 5.8462 51

306 5.8846 .0502 52

307 5.9038 .0752 53

308 5.9231 .1005 54

309 5.9423 .1256 55

311 5.9809 .151 56

312 6:0000 .1764 57

314 6.0385 .2018 58

315 6.0577 .2274 59

316 6.0769 .2533 60

323 6.2115 .3854 65

331 63654 .5244 70

339 61.5192 .6745 75

348 61.6923 .8418 80

358 6!8846 1.0365 85

\371 74346 1.2817 90

391 7.5192 '1.645 r. 95

427 8.2115 2.3267 -99

a 52 52,

Raw Score = I. Intensity Raw Score =
1

11 51=1

104

52



Table 32

Norms for Secondary School Respondents
Non-Students to Overall School (Principal/Staff)

N = 40

Raw, Score
a

Intensityb.i.
Raw Score t Percentile (%)

116'
156
178
192
203
213
222,

- 230
238
240
241
243
244
245
247
243
250
251
253
254'

. 256
257
259
260
262

265
266
268
276';
284
293,
-302
314
328
350
390

2.2308
3.0000
3.4231
3.6923
3.9038
4.0962
4.2692
4.4231
4.5769
4.61.54
4.6346
4.6731
4.6923
4.7115
4.7500
4.7692
4 . 8 07 7

4.8269
654

4...8846

4.9231
4.9423
4;9808
5.0000
5.0385
5.0577
5.0962
5.1154
5.153.8
5.3077
5.46'15

, 5.6346
5.8077
6.0385
6.3077
6.7-308
7.5000

-2.3267
71.645
71.2817
-1.0365

.8418

.6745

. 5244

.3854

..2533

. 2274

. 2018

.1764

.1.51

. 1256

.1005

.0752

. 0302
- .025

6
. 025
. 0502'

. 0752

. iop5

.1256

.151

. 2018

. 2274

..253,3

. 3854

.524/4

'.6745
. 8418

1,.0.3,65

1.28/17
1.6,45
2..3267

1

5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

'50
51
52
53

54
55
560
57
58
59
60
65
70
75
-80

85
90
95

_
a 52 b 52

:Raw-Score = 1._ I. ---I-ntensity Raw -Scpre = i. I.
1 1

i=1 ' "\ 1=1

105

1th



A f-IAPTER IV
\ _ \

\

\
Conclusions:land Recommendations .

- \

-Schools are organizations. Ali\ well-functioning\ \

organizations strive to achieve their goals, remain inter\--
nally aditsted; and externally adapted. As modern like
Ipecomes more complex, it is-increasingly difficult to

. .sChool organizations to remain internally adjusted, a d r
- thus to efficientlY achieve their goals. \

i

\

7 .

.
- .

1 1Conclusions
I

In school administration theory there are,a_Vari ty of
_ models from industrial management 4nd the behavioral 1

sciences/which are offered as untested guides .for-action. i

,In addition, schools have been traditionally evaluated-only
, ,

. . ,

in terms of goal achievement; howevea:YAn-more modern 1

approaches to schools aS2rgarii-zations, a systems .app oach 1
is advocated. In using_a systemsapp-roach,.one-must
consider the subsyStems _and their influence:on each ther,
as well as their influence on final'.output. Thdjora ti-

-

tioner, however, most often finds himself operating, ,rom al
- pragatiC approa6h which may or:may ncit,be related to a
theoretical model and/or a systems approach:

r

One?reasom why school leaders are so often forced to'i
-

adopt a pragmatic approach is the fact'that-the avaflable ,

.technology lags'far behind theory. -There iS'a pauckty of/
instruments and accompanying sYstems;technologY-aVa'paable
inleducation.which-are'directly,related to theoreti'pai 'i

models in educational administrationiI. and'leadershipl.

I.

1 .,
The biagnostic Study for Leaderlship Improvement (DSLI)

is a significant contribution dn-filling this gap. I It has
been empirically proven as ;a diagnoStib*survey based upon
a .theoretical model-wh'ich,OroVides information aboUt thel

,

dysfunctioning of critical!proOesSes deriVed from the model .
qts'reliability and validity have b en established usinga
stratified random sample, pOpUlation of school syst ms
thrOughout the 'United States.

,

.

_

In concluson, the-"DiagnosticIStudy of the H9man
Organization in,SchoolS"-hasJadded to the available theory.,

N'
1

N. 117 1
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development and its accoMpanying technology. It is a reli-'
able and Valid.i,diagr4pstic survey which can be used for a
systems approach to understanding and improving school
leadership at all,levels.

Recommendations

The DSLI,may- be used for two major purposes:,-One
recommended use of the DSLI is 'to conduct further researcli
on school- leadership an& its impact on the people in .schdal
organizations-- Another 'recommended'use of the DSLI is for .

field diagnosis and leadership.iimprovement.
, _ 7

Research. A definite advantage in using the DSLI as
a,research tool is that.the participating schools receive -

the kina of report.which helps tocompensate for1the time
and effort which they, are asked to expend,in order.fOr the'
researcher to get his/her data. Too-often researchers use
subjects in.schools:to gather data, but -.he feedback to
the schools is esoteric.and; consequently, unusable. The
report accompanyinTthe use of the DSLI provides usable data
for school leaders, as well as giving the kinds of data
.(means and standarddeviations) which qan be used by the
researcher. to;invesitigate,meaningful'questions: Some of
the quee-tionslwhich may bb of iMportance to investigate are
listed/below.

1. Does working pn crifical Atems identified by the
DSLI cause a significant lowering of. the overall intensity
sbore,over a period of three to four years?

2. As DSLI/intensity SCores improve, are there, .over
time, corresponding dedreases in vandalism, drop-out rates,.

absenteeism, staff turnover, etc..?

3 Do graduateS of comparable. socio-eConomic type
seAlools with lower-intensity-scores become more productive.
citizens (ciiteria explicitly defined) than do graduates of

comparable socio-economic type'schools with 4igher intensity
scores?

4. What effect.does classroom or departMrital organ-
izatidNal, health have-upon norm referenced and/or criterion f

referenced achievement?
" .

School leadership diagnosis and iMprovement, A first
prerequisite for leadership.improvement for ,the areas tapped
by the' DSLI is a recognition of a need to imprOve. in these

areas. For example, if an individual does not'recognize
or adMit, to his.need to quit smbXing tobacco, then it, .

118
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!,

is unlikply that, he/the Vill go "to a.Medical doctor for.a
diagnosiS of_the,effect-of smoking upOn hrs health Unless
a school, leader feels a. need tO-diagnOse-the areas. tapped

'by .the DSLI, it is unreasbnabIe ta expect.the..diagnosis'to
be. of any value and. lead'to'improvement.

A second prerequisite for leadership improvement is

that an adequate ancl,feasible means for proper diggnose-s-be
available. These preequisites.are the basep for the
following recommendations.

1. ,It is recommended that the. DSLI be uSed only by
school leaders who are interested in dealing,with the
causal and intervening organizational 'variables. The causal
variables include the schdol's organizational structure'and
_the school leader's strategies,,polAcies, decisionS, skills,
,and behavior. The intervening variables are the'loyalties,
attitudes, motivations, and perceptions of subordinates. :

2. It is further recommended-that a non-profit agency,
such as.a university, a state department of education, or a

-professional association, .with computer servicesf be encour-
aged to make the DSLI materials and-reports available 'to

schodis and researchers on a slightly above cost basis: '.

Summary'

The National inStitute of' Education has a.,rovided
support for the development of the DSLI.. This study makes
a significant contribution by demonstrating that the sDSL
is'relizable'and Valid. It offers a further contribution
by providin4 the kind of data report whichcan be used Joy
preactioners fOr their own purposes of leadership imprOve-
ment.

J.
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The Chronological Procedure of the Study

The time schpdule for this project was critical since,
two administrations of the survey had to be given, one in
February/March of 1974 and another one a year later dn
February/March of 1975. This Appendix'presents chrono-
logically the steps employed in the study.

1. Julli through September, 1973

1.1 Graduate assistants were identified and
oriented to the project objectives, i

Worked with-Research .Triangie Institute' (RTI)
in developing a sample-framework.

1.3 Investigated printing-and prbcessing firms
and identified WestinghouSe'Learning Corpo-
ration as the one which could produce the
work according to the time schedule.

2. October through December, 1971

RTI.drew the stratified random sample
\the-following-frame:

'/Approximate Sample Allocation to
School System by Size'of System .11

using ,

Size of System Number qqanned
(total enroll- of Number of Sample
Tent) Systems Pupils (000)q Allocation

2,000 Or More.

10,0g0 to 24,999r-

1-

184

558

852--

11,247

8,198

7,725

29,170

.. 8

8
10

f

Tbtal for .sample
pOpulatdon

1

2.2 BrochUres ancl'eXplanatory materials were/
Prepared.wilich explained.and gaye examples.o
:-The overall nature:of the prOject: ).

The suvey inStrument
.The purpose Of the project'_,L
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.Who Was to be involved and howl
-What we got out of the project-
What the school system got out-of the project
-Sample,reports to be.received by the:school
-syStem

2.3i.LetterS were.written to'each selected super-
intendent. These letters were followed by'
telephone calls asking for agreement to
participate and the identification of a"
liason person.

_2.4 Header sheets were developed for the purpose
of getting information' about each,school
concerning: \
-Area served by :the school (urban, suburban,
or rural)
-School system student population
-Student enrollment in school
-Number of teachei's in the school
-Student/teacher enrollment
-Union contract
-Principal assistants
-Grade levels in the school

2.5 The first printing of an optical scan ques-
tionnaire was accomplished.

2.6 Procedures for randomly selectipq the schools
within a system and the students within a
school were outlined joy RTI.

3. 'January through March, 1974

3.1 Final selections of Oarticipatinq school
systems were made: Twenty-three school systems
agreed to participate in the study.

3.2 Final selections of schools) within paktici7
pating systems were made. In All, 124 schdols
were selected to participate in the first? ,
administration. Where possible two schools
tapping seventh-grade students, tuio schools
tapping ninth-grade sttidents, two schOols
tapping eleventh-grade 'students, and an '

elementary school were 'randomly selected in
each participating school system.

3.3 Final randOm selections of homerooms,for
student participation were made.. Five home-
rooms,were selected in"each school. The
students in each of four homerooms were
assigned one of the four major.subject areas
(language arts,'social studies, Science, and
mathematics). The fifth homeroom.was

.\
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, sequentially assigned.one of the four
remaihing subject areas (healthf.P.E.,-safety;
home and industrial artS; yocatidnal education7
fine arts).

3.4 Standardized and specific direCtiOns for the _

.survey administration were developed and tried
out in pilot studieS..

3.5 Reporting procedures aneprogramming for'the
reports were developed.

.

3.6 The- strVey booklets were:hand carried to each
participating school system. The booklets
were-all packaged and appropriately.labelled
for pertonal distribution. The labels iden-.
tified the packageSfor each school and:for
each homeroom.teacher within'the'School.
,Each package contained.instructions or '
adminiStration as well as instruCtions for.i
packaging and shipping back to Georgia.

4 April tlfrough.June, 1974

4.1 Survey booklets were completed and returned
to the University of Georgia. Each booklet
was eXamined to.determine compreteness of
demographic data and booklets with obvious
indiscriminate'respOnses were eliminated.

4.2 Survey booklets were packaged and forwarded
to Westinghouse Learning Corporation for
scoring and processing. -

4.3 Data tapes Were returned from Westinghouse
to Georgia. These tapes:Thwere used to gener-
ate means, and results were factor-analyzed.

5 July through September, 1974

5.1 Revisions in the original reporting program
were made: Upon examination of the report
generated, it was decided that an items
report was essential and Westinghouse was
instructed to prepare an itpms.report. .

5.1 data analyses were made and/factor analyses
were conducted.

5.3 Procedures for data feedback were (1--c-ilded

upon and schedules for visitationfor data
reportinglweremade.

5 4 Directions for improvement were aeveloped for
each item in the survey; _These directions for
improverhent were based upon the Likert. theory.
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5.5 Two day, on-site Visitations wkre started in
September.

5.6 On-site visitatiOns to'each -participatirig
school were.conducted. These on-site /
Visitations involved, a general meeting with
central office personnel from each of'the
participating schools within the sye m. .At
this general meeting, the underlying expla-
nations were made concerning: (1) t e general,
reports; ,.() the' iteMs reports; (9) ',the crit-
ical items report; (4) the action plans;. and,.
(5) teadministration of the survey.' After
each general meeting, indiVidual meeXings were
held with each patticipating sChool:iprincipal
and members of_ his staff. At -these,individual
meetings-I project staff reviewed and,helped to
interpret the reports for the individual.,.
schOdl.

6. October through December,, 1974
.

6.1 Sdhool on-site visitations were completed..
-6..2 The survey instruMent was revised on.the

basis of data analyses. Students' and -

teachers' reSponses to the .OveralliSystem
were eliminated and.the items ancluded'in
the,survey were reduced Irom.65 to 52.c.

6.3 The name of the survey was changed from the.
School Organizational Development Quest1on-
naire (SODQ) to Dliagnostic Survey for.
Leadership Improvement (DSLI). .Thisname
change was:a-result of'concern.expreseed by
partic\ipating Principals that the diagnostic
aspectS shOuld be stressed.

. .

6.4 'A letter was written-to each particapating
-school principal asking for information

*. concernini changes in school organilation
--yand in echool perSonnel involved- in thefirst
administrationof'the_survey.

6.5 Arrangements-were-ffiade for the printing of the
revised, survey. \ .

6..6 Arrangements were'made for Making revisions in
the programMing for the next report to sChool .

systems...
6_7 The directions for/administering the survey ,

-were redone and printed..
6.9 A revised Explanation and.Guide 'for the Use of

the Diagnostic Survey for. Leadership Improve-
-ment .(DSLI) was developed and printed.,



7. Janua'ry through March, 1975

7.1 Readministration plans were completed and tile

DSLI's were packaged and shipped for readmin-
istration. \ I

7.2 Check lists for noting action taken-by par-,
ticipating schools were compiled.

7.3 A product report for NIE was prepared.

8 April through June, 1975

8.1

8.2

9. Julli

9.1

9.2

r .

Post surveys were administered by the par- H
tdcipating schdcl systems and retu,rned-to the
University.of Georgia for screening;
POSt surveys weie screened at the'University!
of Georgia and forwarded 'to WestinghouSe
Learning Corporation for processing.

through Septemb4r, 1975 1

The surveys were' scored and proceSsed at
Westinghouse ahd sent to the University of
Georgia. \

The reports.Were distributed
pating schools.

10 October through December, 1975

10.1 The method of computing thntenty.score;.
Was revised'to eliminate distortiori in the

\

middle ranges.

to the p'artici-

10.2 'A special feedback study wabi.condUCted*as
partial validity check. 1./

10.3 Arrangements were made witIO4-.cohSu1ting.
research team at Oklahoma State University t
plah analyses reports-..'

11. January through March, 1976

.11.1 Factiit amalyseS Were'condildted,
11.2_ Norm tables were produced,:

.

3\2. April-through June, 1976
\ 12.1 The report program was revised to take into

accourkt the revised Method of-computing the
intensity scores

12.2 A report was prepared for the total sample.
12.3 The final' report to NIE was written and sub-

mitted. 0
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APPENDIX B

SchoOl Systems and Schools
in National Study



.

Stratum-
Number

School SyStems

System

and Schools in National Study

Sys- SchdoL
No. Number School Grade (s)

)

4 Memphis City
'Memphis, TN ,

# of Students:
148,513

,c

14

14

14

14

.14

14

..

001

002
a

003

a
004

005
a

006

0.07

Shady Grove

FairView
Jr./High

Hamilon
Jr/. High

Cypress
Jr. High

Craigmont
Jr. High

Douglas.High

Messick High

Elem.

7

7

9-

9

11

11

St. Louis City
St. Louis, MO

# offStudents:
96,127

21

2 1

21

001
a

004a

006a

.Gardenville
Elementary

r Southwest -High

Cleveland High

Elem.

9

11

5 Orange County
.,Orlando, FL

# of Students:
83,782

-1

8

8

8

8

,001

\

002A

003

004

005

006

007

Eccleston
Elementary'

Conway
'Jr. High

MeMorial
Jr. High

Robinswood_
Jr. High

Winter Park
Jr. High

Eyans High

Oak Ridge High

-Elem.

7

11'

.11_

aThese schools had a change in the' prinCipalship for the
post-survey (1975).

\bThese schools did not participate \in the post-surveY, (1975).
s,
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Stratum Sye. School
Number System No. Number. Grade (s)7-7

;

School

6 Wichita City 22
Wichita, KS

# of Students :
62,394

22

-22

2,2-

^

/ 22

22

22

001 Lincoln Elem.
Elementary

002a Brooks 7

Jr. High

003a Coleman
Jr High

Hamilton 9

Jr'. High

005a Curtis
Jr. High

006 Heights High 11

007a East High 11

004

9

/ -

6 Brevard County 7 QQ1a
Titusville, 'FL

/
.ff of Students : ,

61,193 7 003
' b

7 -, 004

Patrick AFB Elem.

7 002 De Laura '7

Jr. High

LBJ Jr. High 7
-

Andrew Jackson 9

Jr. High -

Thom.- defferson 9

Jr. High

-Merritt Is. High , 11

Titusville High, 11

005
a

:o06

7 007

/ Richmond CitY
- Richmond, ,VA

# of Students:
47,',239.

/
I.

15 001 .Ginter Park

15 002 Henderson,
Middle

15 1003a Bainbridge.'
. Middle "

15 004 John F. Kennedy

15 005a Open Schoo).

,15 006 .4..Maggie Wa4er.
High-

15 007. / Marshall High /11
/

Elem,

7

9

9-

11

.

a ./ i, /
i
These_schools had: a. change in the

./. post7eVrveY (19:7,5) ..
1 /7 1 /The e school dia.not-participatein

I.
: ;- - ,

ii. 3 3
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Stratum
Number System,,

Sys.
No.

School
Number

-7 Ft. iwayne
Co *unity Sch.
Ft.'.% Wayne, IN,

# ,of Students:
40,931

17,

17

17

17

17

17

17

001

002

003.

004

007

. Grossrriont
UniOn High

,La Mesa, CA
.

27..
27

27

004b
656b
007 b

# of Students:
27,704

School
I'

Grade (s)

Northcrest Elem.
E1ementarY0

Portage, 7
Jr. High

Lakeside
High

Miami Jr . 9

Lane Jr. High 9

)1-ii_dei High 11

Southside High . 11

Mt. Miguel High
El'Cajon High
Granite Hills

High

9

9

11-

9, Garland ISD
Garland, TX

. -

# of Students:
26,000

9 Arlington ISD
Arlington, TX

# of Students:
25,800c

25 001

25 002

25 003

25 005a

25 046
25 007

26 601

.26 ,240

26 003

26 005

26 006

26' 007

Park Crest
Jackson,

High
Memorial 7
Jr. High

O'Banion 9 ^

Jr. High
N. Garland High 9 & 11

S. Garland High -11

EleM.
7

Amos Elem.
Joe Bailey'
Jr. High

Nichols (

Jr., High
G. C.' Hutchensori 9

S. Houston High 11

Arlington. High 11

Elem.
7 & 9

The'se schodls had a change in the pincipalship fqr the-
pOst-survey (1975).. .

. .
.

.
.

' ..
bThese schools did not-pai.ticipate in the, post-.turvey (1975)..

- _... .
/,
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Strattim
Number. System

Syd. School
No. Number School Grade (s)

10 Sarasota 'County 9

Sarasota_,FL.. 6

# oi YStudents:
,20;028

001 ,Bay, Haven Elem.

. 002 Sarasota 7
Jr.

Brookside.:
Jr,., -High

;.00/4, Venice J. High. 9,

9,- , 'RiVerview Sr.' 11
, High.

003

'

9 007 Sarasota Sr. High lls

10 La Fourche
Parish
Thibidaux, LA

# of Students:
19,70.1

13 001'.

13 0.02a

13' 003

13 004a'

Cut%pff Elem.' :Elem.

,.Chack

Golden M6adowv .7

Jr. High

Galliano
Jr. High'

13 - 005 Raceland
dr:. High

13 006 S. La Fourche
High

13- ,007 Thibidaux High 11

11 Bay County.
Panama. City,
FL

# of Students:
18,744

11

11

001 Oakiand Terr. Elem.

Rosenwald 7

'.Jr. High

11 003 Mow..at Jr. High 7

11 004 Jinks. Jr. High 9

11 005 Everit.t-jr.. Higri 9 -

\ .

11 00g, Rwe.herford Hi`gh 11

11' 007 Bay High 11

aThote schools had a ,change in the principalship for 'the
post-survey (1975) .
bThese schools did' not participate in the pdst-survey (1975)..

a-7-0
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Sttatum
Number ystem

Sys.
No.

School
Number School Grade(PY

,.: 11' Baldwin County°
Bay Minnette,
AL

# of S-tudentS:.
14,331

10

16

10'

IV
10

,001.
/:

002

003
a

056

047
a

12 Gadsden City
Gadsden, AL

1 of 8tudents-:
11,330

/

18

15

18

la

18

001

240

003

005

007a

413 Richmond
Community
Richmond, IN

# of Students:
10,613

.

20

20

20,

20 '

250

a
003

004a

006

13 -iJefferson
Elementary
Daly City, CA

28

28.

28

001a

002a

003b
# of tudentsl

.1 10074

a IThese schoolp had a change iri the
,

post-Purvey. (11975) . , ,

bThese schoc:16 did npt participate
,

-.-.

4_

Cross RoadP Elem.
Elementary

Daphne Middle , 7

Loxley Jr. Hiigh 7

Foley High 9 &

Fairhppe High 9 & 11,,

Striplin Elem, Elem.
,

/Litchfield 7 & 9
/ Jr. High

Disque Jr. ,High

Gen. Forrest, 9

°Jr. High

Emma Sansom High 11

Highland Hts,. -Elem.
Elementary

t,-,!1, Dennis ,

.e, Jr. High

-.Pleasant View ,

..Tr'. High

Test Jr,-High
\

Richmond Sr:
High

7 & 9

9

11

; -Gen. Pershing Elem.-

Benj. Franklin 7

cOlma Inter-', 7 '

mediate'

rincipaiship for the

theqpost,-'$trvey (1975).

fa6
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GStratum
NuMber 'System'

Sys. School
NO.' Number School Grade(s)

14 Santa Rosa
County
Milton, FL

# of Students:
9,998

16

16

16

16

16

16

001

00.2

003

004

006
a

007

H011ey Elem.

King, Miadle

Hobbs Middle

Milton High

Gulf Breeze

_Jay High

Elem.

7

7

9

11

Jl

14.. NeWton Commu-
nity.
Newton, IA

# "of Students:

19

19

19

19

19

001

110

240

350

006'

Lincoln Zlem.

Emerson Hough
Elementary

Central
Jr. High

Bere Jr. High

Newton Sr. High

Elem.

Elem.

7 & 9

7 & 9

11

15 . Winona
Winona, MN

# of Students:
6,587

23

23

23

a.
001

240

006

Washington-
Kosciusko

Winona Jr. Higli

Winona Sr. High

Elem.

7 & 9

11

15
, _

Essex County
Methuen, MA

# of Students:
5,666

5

5

'5

001a

002

004-a

,006

Stephen Barker Elem.
Elementary

Central' 7

Jr. High
\ Methuen Jr. HighF 9

Tenney High ; 11

16 Lincoln County
Newport, OR

# of Students:
5,619

'24

24

24

24

24,:

24

001

- 002

340a

005
a

006
a

007

Delake Elem.,

Toledo J-r-. High

Lincoln
Jr. High :

Si1etz High!

Waldport

Newport Hitgh

Elem.

7

7 & 9

9.

11

11

.aThese schools had a.change in the principalship for the
post-survey (1975). f

bThese schobls did not participate in the pot7survey. -(1975).

.
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. Stratum Sys. School
Number System No. NUMSer School" Grade(s)

17 Newport County --4 061 Underwood 'Elem.

Newport, RI Elementary
c

# of Students:
. 4 240 Thompson -7- & 9,

Jr. High
'6,336

4 007 Rogers Higfi 11

e

'SChool Grade.Level

Elemehtary

Middle (grades 7 & 9)

High (grades 9 & 11)

Totals

Retained 94.4%

Lost "5:6%

Summary

Number of Schools

1974 Lost 1975

23 0 23

66 (-6) 60

.36 (-1) 35

125 (-7) 118

Changes in the principalship -= 32, or 27%, of the 118 schools.
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PPENDIX C,

DSLI Directions for Impro7ement
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01,1
Item

01

DSLI Directions for Improvement

-

Directions

Leaders demonstrate-lay-the-1r they
value contributions which subordihates can make

i

1

to organizational/ tasks.: ,

.

/
.02 Whenever possible teamwork should' be used.

03 Increase opportILlities for subordinates to take a
r

mo r e active part in improving the operation of the
school

04 Subordinates are given an opportunity to work out
---mutually-aCceptable ways of doing/things.

,

05 Leaders demonstrate that they *ke_4_0cisions based
upon techniCal and:situationAITknoWledge and that
they keep subordinates' point of view in Mind.

I

06 Leaders-make an effort to obtain and use informa-
-tion_abiout subordinates' behavior to make pOsitive
T changes.

07 .Representatives ki.Orri different organilational-------
levels form decision-making teams. i'

i
_ ,

,.

.

08 ,Subordinate input for deterrinining goalS, methods.,
. ,

and-activities Should be utilizedj : f

. .

i

..._:
,

P9 Subordinates' ideas and actions are given the same
. ,

' conSideration as.are colleagues'.

10 Involve: Subordiriates in mak.ing decisions whi:ch
affect'tliem. , , N

,

\
11 Leaders Make observable attempt's' to obtain and

act upon information frOm-subordinates about
,Organizational goals and tasks.

12 Joint understanding of -evaluative'crriter-i-a-Should
Abe.established and utilized. '

1.40
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DSLI
Item Directions

13 Leaders are\accessible,,and openly communicate
their professional concerns to subordinates.

N.
14 Leaders should be--willing-to listen to subordi-

nates with the attitude that the subordinate can
provide 'helpful information.

15 Leaders make an effort to understand ,.,:ubordinates'
personal problems as well as professional prob-
lems.

.17'

Place emphasis''on internal rather than external
motivations for subordinates to do what is
expected.

Complete and accurate information is gathered,
and made available, before final decisions are
made.

.18. Leaders communicate personally as well.aS profes-
Sionally with subordinates. ,

19 Subordinate reaction 'should beconsiaered for new
'and existing policy'develOpment.

1.

20 InforMation for operation and.improvement 'of tle
organization is gathered from.

/,

21 .
After poliby haS been, developed,. subordinates
-can influence how It is implemented.

22 Whenever possible leaders solicit and use ideas.
/-

bf pubordinates. )
23 1.,eaders .accept subbrdinates' feplings and take'

i into consideration that these.are a powerful
influence on their behavior.

-
\

24 qtructure'should enable subordinates to eXert
positive forde_for achieving organizational

_

25 Leaders provide constructive feedback to subor-
dinates coricerning.their:work.,.

26 Leaders-listen to subordinates' problems and help
solve them whenever pbssible.

,
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DSLI
Item .Directions*

27 Subordinates help determine the nature of the
task which they are expected to carry out.

28 Maximum opportunities for supportive interaction
among-peers is provided for.

29 Subordinate participation in the identification:
of organizational tasks piomotes mutual concern
for successfdl-task-completion.

30 Critical as Well as supportive communication
needs to be enCOuraged.

31 Opportunities are provided fpr eupportive inter-
personal relations among people in the organization.

32 When subordinates make mistakes, these are used
as growth. opportunities.

/ -

33 /Encourage subordinates:to commUnicate problems
/and tese action decisiOns upon this information.

34 / Upward'communication Is encouraged'.

35

36 Structure should permit people to work with and
helptone another to, aChieve objectives.

_

37 When problems are 'Uncovered, th0se closest to
the-problem should.provide input which:ehould_be
considered.. .

' .38 Leadere know and understand problems. of subor-
dinates very

. ,

39 Leaders encourage subordinates.to help set goals
and determine methode and activities.

-40' Decisions ehould be based upon mutually'acceptable
proCedures and outcomes.

People 'in the'organization 'work cooperatively on
joint problems treating subordinates as, equals.

Problems are solved in a mutually acceptable
manner.

131
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DSLI
Item.

42

Directions

Encouragement is given for subordinate achieve-
ment of high, but realistic goals.

43 Opportunities for subordinate participation in
evaluation are, provided for.

44 Goals and tasks should be reasonable and fair,
and should lead td joint payoffs.

45 Leaders structure tasks whereby subordinates can
interact in an open and friendlyway.

46- Information -about 'subordinates is used for
cooperative problem solving and guidance.

47 The organization should be structured so that .

subordinate input is 1.1ed for making decision"'s.
4

P
48 Leaders establish a structure whi6h

coop*ative group interaction.

49 -BasediuPon communication with subordinates,
leaders determine and provide adequate infor-
matioh and feedback.

1

50 Leaders work at establishing good and helpul
peer relationships. .

51 Information about subordinates is used for
cooperative problem solving and guidance.

52 Not only should-a leadership team approach be
used, but subordinate representation should also
be included in making deci'Sions.

c,
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APPENDIX D

Diagnostic Survey
for

Leadershi Improvement .

/P and
Instructior/ for Administration

a
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st

D\l'AGNOSTIC SURVEY for LEADERSHIP IMPROVEMENT
(OSLO

'by
David J. Mullen

Professor of Educational Administration
College of Education
University of Georgia

Athens, Georgia 30602

Form I - Public Schools

TO THE RESPONDENT:

ft2i!i
r

The most important part of any organization is the people who make it up. Researchers have
discovered that there areCertain organizational processes such as confidence and trust in leadership,
communication. decisionquaking, etc. which affect the success of that prganization in achi ving its .

goals.

This survey.(the DSLI) is constructed and administered to determine how_yatifeel these key
piNsses are handled in this organization and how you think they should be handled. There are nO
right or wrong answers. The information provided by the survey will be used by your school to see
where the majority of the people in this situation think improvement needs to be.made.

The DSLI is intended to be completely confidential. 'Results will be summarized for groups,
faculty, students, etc. In rici instance will responies of individuals be reported. The survey should
ordinarily not take any longer than 40 militates to complete.

'

This survey is basid upon Rensis Likert's "Profile of Organizational Characteristics."
Likert. R. The Human Organizations Its Management and Value. New York: McGraw lull. .

1%7, pp. I o7,2I I.
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Use only a so(rlead pencil to blacken the circle that
shows your answer: Do not make any other marks
on this booklet. Erase all mistakes completely.

100':- Subject area or department - Mark one

Students: Mark thc subject area as directed by
the person administering the survey:

Teaching Staff: Mark the subject area itt whiCh
you teach 3 or more classes. Those teaching
less than 3 classes in an area mark the area

of your greatest interest.

Elementary Teachers: Do not mark in this section.

0 Language Arts - Reading, English, Spelling,
Literature, Writing, Speech, Foreign Lan-
guage, Library Science, etc.

0 Social Studies History, Gov't., Political
Scienee, Philosophy, Geography, Psychol-
ogy, etc. i

0 Science - General Science, Physical Science,
Earth Science, Chemi'stry, Physics, etc.

Matheenatics Gene0 Math. Comumer Math,
Algebra, Trigonometry, Geometry, etc.

0. Health, P.E., Safety - Drug Education, Health,
Physical Education, Driver Education, etc.

:Home & Industrial Arts - Home Economics,
Child Care. Foods, Clothing, Cosmetology,.
Drafting, Metal. Wood, Electricity, Mechanks,
etC.

cp Vocational Education Bookkeeping,
Typing. Shorthand, Agriculture, VOT,
DCT, Career Education, etc.

0 Fine Arts - Art. Music, Drama, Ceramics, Bandr-
Oichestra, Choir. etc.

101. Position Mark the one that Best
describes your role.

Student
CD Teacher
0 Area Coordinator or Depi. Head
0 Other certified staff (principal. asst.

pnncipal. counselor, librarian. etc.)
0 Non-certified staff (teacher aide, etc.)

I
.

102. Race or Family Background - l'Iark one'
.

.

cr Black CD American Indian
ro White 0 Puerto Rican
Cr Oriental 0 Mexièan American

Cr Cuban

.

103. Sex .

O Male
r

CD Pernale .

104. Age - Mark age at last birthday.,'

Students Staff '

0 i,10 0 Under 20
CD IV 0 20'to 29
0 12 0 30 to 39
0 13 0 40 to 49 ric

orp 14 0 50 to'59
0 15 0 60 or over
0 16
orp 17 or over

STUPENTS Only

105. Mark your grade
-

0 5 0 9
orp 6 0 10
Or 7' 0 11
0 8 0 12

..

. STAFF Oily

106. Years of Experience in Education,

0 Under 5 years
0 5 to 9 years
0 10'to.19 years
0 20 orMore years

, --<,'
. .

, .

If you have not Written the name of the school,
city and state ort-t4 of the front cover, please
do that now. Iglore you continue.

.

)

,
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!

STUDENTS: t

-
SU

"RC t ATell , ,.. 1
. .

Ant', ct Al rieflis at Hie sulljou area level./M.Irk toldrw 114 yoU feel 0 ingsyre and' ow you feel
El . / things chould he with' the tea,hers tleadOst in the me sublect (Lang. A, Is, Social Studies, Science,

/.. Math. etc.) which yon checked in it cmil 00 on p. j. :,

//
/Overall School .,/ c 1 /1 '.

Answer all items at the,overaIrschdol principal levet. lark to show how You feel things are and.
' how you feel things should be in t'he overall school. is. how the 'principal and ths staff aet as .

- / . , . . . ,

/ .- ,.:,:theys. run the school... / .
1

TiAetiEkSi C *1 ., / i.

.

Subielet Area/DepaAttierq- y.. s': .: . ' t
Mail; to shOW how you fee things arei'and how' y i feel ihings shoold be-in this dep:rtmeni and hdw

. . , . . , ..
..gg- / : the dv.prtmeni head (leaddsi pro'videl leadership, for the sObject area department kehich,you checked

...,/ in iiern 100 on 0. 2. Ipo'notliespond.at the de 'artment level if you do mai have a dematment'
ri ch-airman.) I ' if

..

'overall Sctool j .
:/-

Answer all items at t p overall sho01..-.,,princrpal level..lsfirk to show ho* You feel things are and how
; 0 .L.,. you feel' things shou/d be id the overall sehobl. That is, how ,the principal and his ski! psovide-leadership

in the schook. '. ,/ ' ,- / t

DEPARTMENT.HEADS, OTHER CERTIFIED, AND'NON-CERTIFIED STAFF:' I .

.

' LOyerall School / ,/,/ t. -1:..' -.," . , -

,' AnsWer all items at the',overall school - pp4ipal revel. Mark tp show, how you feel things are And how
-...' you feel thinp should:tic in threOverall sehool; 'rhat is; how the principal's staff and/or the principai. i

'.,..- provideileadeAhip ia/the'school.
, . , ...

PRINCIPAL AND OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF:
.

,
10veraffSystein .1 A / .' . . )
/ 'i'Answer all iienii at/ the-kserall systenvluperiniendent levei. Mark to show how you feel things are1and .

hoy...-..,-:;t: fcg:/:.Ilm.f....;:-..w.:12. be ,..r:o.:. syl,:zrr..!..:-..cl. !ha: is, how ths person and his stalt directl9 a bye
.:1, the princip4 plovi'de hadership from tle central,office. :.. i, ---..

are to Mark eic;11..stAtiment for the level thlt applies to ycni (see above)-like,the example below. WIten yob Are

not sureadout,nistateMeni at a level foi either part (IS or should be) then mOk'youi answer as "1

. 'Re.t.pyfnd tu ihesharied colionni at follows

sru/cuti 0 0 .
Tc4r.htiri 0 .0

0
rfonCcriy.. 0
tut? 0.

tiumnal ; 0
rSition'ent

Your liaders ludo* chan:Cs fur
voti to worL wO14,our peets in

'friendly

\ SUBJECT AREA ',OVERALL SCHOOL.
ON DEPART OVA' PRINCiPAL.;

.LEVEL . LEVEL-

1: 't 11

1:`,..,1,::\.10-0i0 0
0112134101112 3, 4

ihoula 001°610101910,01.

OVERALL SYSTE.
UVERPYTENDENT

LEVEL

0 0. cl to o
0 0 CRI010
01 1 211'314

e,

The ex? ple abOve is marked to show thatleaders (principa and his,staff) provide chances for you to Work* th yolo
'peers,in friendly Airays,7'Sometimes at the OVERALL SCHOOL PRINCIPAL LEVEL. but they should try to provicl:,
chances "Nery Often: 0

*Leadets: SUBIECT AREA/DEPARTitENT -
S'tudents Th.e teachers kirthe subject which' you checked in item 100 on

/ Teachers, , ..

/
OVERALL SCHOOL
/ SiudentsyTeachers. '' - The principal's staff and/4.the piincipal

2 ,department he'ads,

/' /other certifi ed and -,`
k /, .- , \,

/ ..1no-
.

-certitieu%

/ OVERALLSYSTEM.,,. "
Prinipal and °Hier' . iiid person and his Star(' dircetltdbiive the prineiriak from the .

i/ . ,

.-
"Peer4.: "Those.Ocoplei. who'are in the sante type of inisition as you in this schOol..(Student.peers are other students.)

Rem9inber..uSe only a soft lead pencil and eraSe completely. Don'ernake anymarkS tither, than Youranswers on this booklet.
Any/LpicstiOns'' .1. You may turn the page and begin work.

/ i!..
.

The department head tor the,subjecr wind; you checked in Item
f100 on p. 2

'cer,yrlied central olhiLe .



SUBJECT AREA OVERALL SCHOOL OVERALL SYSTEtt
OR DEPARTNIENT PRINCIPAL SUPERINTENDENT

LEVEL , LEVEL LEVEL

.... -?...

''"i -r,

,St`ateinent
1 2 3

- 7 ..r. 7

.'; 9. -r..

401234.4_pk12
: 1. Yoti-r leaders have faith and trust In

you.
is

should be

0
0

0
0

0
..

0
0
0

0
0

Q
0:

0
(:::

b
0

o
.-77:4000000

0 0 0 o o 0

2.. Teamwork is used to improve
thints: ,

.

. is

., ,
should be-

0
0

0..00000.)0000000
0 0 0 0 C.) 0 0 000 C? 0 0 0

3. You or your peers can take part
iii improving things. -

, 1

is

.should be

0 0 0
00 0

0 0
0 0

0
0000000000

0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 6 0

4. Your leaders work with-you in
such a way that you like to do,
what they expect you to do.

is

should be

0 .0 0
0 0 0

0 0
0 0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0

.0 0 0
.0 0 0

5. Youhave faith and trust in your. .
leaders. ,

is

shOuld be

0 0 0
0 0 0

0 0
0 0

0
0

0
0

0
0

00
0 0

0 0
o0 0

0.0 01
a 1

I0 0 0'
. 1

6. Your leaders use what.they knew ' .

about "how, you are doing" to
help you improve.

- is

--.. should be

b -0 0
i;

a '0 0
0 0
0 0

0
0

0
p0000000

0 0 0 o 0 I0 oot
0

7. becisions are made through tearit,''
work.

. 4.

should be..,
090 0 0 0
0 0 0°0 O0000po

Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60

0,-.

8. Your leaders discuss with you or
your p.cirs Ways to improvethings.

is

shouldbe000O000000'OOOOO
0 0. 0 0 0 0

. , ,

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

,

9, Your leaders treat yOu in ways ,
which make you feel importani.

is
.

'should he

0 0 0 ob000
0 0 0 0 .0 0 '0

.

0
60.0o.

0 0, 0 0 0 0
0

.o
10. You or your peers take a part in

making deCisions which affect
you

is
.

should bi

0
0 0 0 o 0 0

00
0,:::.

0000
0 oo

..
. ..6 0 0

O-.-
o

11. Your leadert khow how it is,
from your point of view.

is

'should be

r.000000000000c:5Q
opoo-o 0

,
0 0 600o00.9

00

12. . True arid complete inform;on -.

is used to rate what you and
your peers rloa

` is

- ,, should 1,i

000 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

0
0

0 0 0 0 00
0 O. 0 0 06

0 .0

13. You know how thinp are
-----. from your ,i,earlits point of

'vieW.

is

-should be

b 0 00t,0000
0 0 0 0 0 0

-
0

''',

0 0 0 0 0

;

Go on ta next pagi.
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to,

.

.

.

Statemeni

\ SUBJECT AREA OVERALL SCHOOL OVERALL SYSTEM
OR DEPARTMENT pRINCIPAL UPERINTENDENT

LEVEL LEVEL LEVEL .. :

.

'''Z' .75 711 \ '.1:1 1 t .4 1. -S-.

0 S ''?. ?). cl... `0 9, 1 a T:. 9: . '',9, "k a °;.,

't 1:z.\ e%;. \S. '... ':f.- ''-'4 9. -r 'Is ''fr ': 1 a .%
., 7. -; I. 41, X

1 2

14. Leaders are told what they
should know intan open way
by the ones Who are involved. '

is

should be

0
oo.00000000000,ob

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

---I5. You feel close to your
,

leaders.
,

is

shOuld be

0000p
b00000-oo

b o 0
00000,

P
i

0

16. Your leaders leave you free
to control your behavior.

.- is

should,tce0000.00000O00oqo
0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 -0 0 0 0 Q 0 0

17. ?Thai decisioM are made they
are.based on information which

_. .

you think is.right and fair.

is

should be

0
0

0
000

0 0 0
Q

0
0006000000

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

,

18. You feel frieildly with your
leaders.

.,

it

shoPld be

0
0

0
b

0 ob0000000000
o 0 o o o 0 0 o o oi 0

19. You or xouipeers can bring
about changes M.policies.

.

is

1

1 shouldbe.

0
0

0
0

0 0.
0 0

0
0

0
0

0 0
0 0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

.., f
20. Ideas for ways to improve

Mings coMe from all concerned:,

is

shOuld be

p
0

0
0

0 0
0 0

.0
.0 0

0
000

0 0
0

0
00

0
00

0

21. Ypt! or your peers can help
" change how things are done.

,

is,

,-

should be

0
0

0
0

0 0
0 0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

Ô

0
0
0

0
0

o
0

0
0

0
0

0

22; When your leaders know
your ideas they try to use
them.

is

should be

0
00000000000000Q

0 0 0 0 0
'.'

0 0 00 0 0 000

23. . YO' u share your feelings with
your leaders.

.

is

.thould b.e

0
p

0 0 0
0 o

0
o

0 .0 ' 0

cpcio
0 0 0 0 0

000
....

0

24. You are abk to improve .

things. .

is

should be.

0
0,

0 0 0
0000

0 0
0 0

Ic.it

Q

0
0

0
0900o

/4---0 0 0

. ,
25. Your leaders show thatthe work.

done by yin' and yOur peers is
important.

,
is

should ie.-.

ob00000000.b
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

'o
0 0

b
0

26. You share your problems with
your leaders. - .

.
is

should be

00000
0 o 0 0 oo

0000000000
0 oob0000

149
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..

1

.. ,

Statement

SUBJECT AREA OVERALL SCHOOL OVERALL SYSTEM
Oli DEPARTMENT PRINCIPAL . , SUPERINTENDENT

LEVEL LEVEL LEVEL
a,

IC),..

4

,,

i.1' T *.. I 1 T f. 1 .%': T . *
V.

-:::. ''n "I 1 ' %. 1> a 1. -& 13. yi: :
. 1, 1.). \.,5,, I.:. '0,. f., 5, s t f: e. i :.

la Ci. 2 \3 11 6 1 2 3 '0 1 2 3

27. You or your peers can help
bring about changes in what

. is

shouidbe

000000000000000
0 0 0

\
0 0 0 0 ob00000c:?,

-'is done:

28. Your leaders prcfride -chances for you
, to work with your peers in

friendlyNvan. I

.. is

/should be

0
0

0
0

0
.0

0
0

60
Ci?

0\0 0
0
0 0

-0

0
0
opood

0 :<:=) 00

29. Those not in charge show as.
much concern about a-job
beihg ddhe as do leaders.

. ,

is

should be

000000\0000O0op
6,0 0 0 0

. s

0 0 0 0 0 b 0 0
0

0 0
30.", You and.your peers tell it '

' "like it is" to your
leaders. .

,

is

should be

0000060
0 0 0 0 .0 0 0

0
0 -000.00.00
0000006-

. .

31. You have the chance to show;
concern for others.

is

shoüIdbe0000000,00000000
0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 oboo

32. Your leaders sUpport and.hack
, you up.

,

is

sh.ould be

0 0 0
boo

0 0
0 000

0 0 00
0 0

0
000000

0 p000

33.. You communicate with leaciers to
help improve things;

- is

should be

0 0 0
0 0 0

0 000
0 0 0 0

0
0

.00000ao
0 b CD P 600

34. Your leaders try.io get your 1
p ideas.

p;

,' . it

should be

000000000000000
0 0 ob000000, . 0 0 0 oo

,

35.1 Your leaderause your help'to
solve a common problem.

is

shoUld bi,

000.060000000000
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 oodood.00

36. You are encouraged to give help -

. to othert to mike things betters

- ,

,, is
.

should be

000.000000000000
0 0 .0 o0000oo0o

- .

c?

.

o

.1

4.:±i,

37. Decisions are made.bYthose cl6sel
to the problem srPuree. '
... , ./

is

should be

O000000
0 0 52 0 0 00000

0 0 0 0
6

0 0
0 0

6.0
0 0

-,38.- Th'e people who make.d'ecisioup .

'which affect you arc aware Of
, the things you face..

.',, , - , is':

should be

0 00,0-000-0.0000000
0 0 0 600000000.00 0

. ,

39. Yob or yobr peers inflbence what
happens to you. i', ''';,

is

should be

000000000000000
000000o-00

-.. .

oop000

.139
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SUBJECT AREA OVERALL SCHOOL OVERALL SYSTEM
OR DEPARTMENT PRINCIPAL UPERINTENDENT

LEVEL LEVEL LEVEL
1

.;.1 ....6 I. V.
T.; l'-.."

:* --, 9:: 'i- % s 7- , "i ":,/,: t s
Statement '2. -4, I. 1. !4 i. ''.:. -' .4,,,

`.40 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 4

40. Decisions are made in such a way is 0 0 0 0 0 01 0 0 0 4. 0 0 0 0 0
that you do not mind carrying i

them out. should be 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C) 0 0 0 0 C) 0'
41. Needed work gets done because

of the way your leaders and
peers work together.

is

should ire

0
b

0
o

0
o

0
o

0
o

0
o

0 0
c.

CD

c.
CD

o
0
o

CD

o
0
0

CD

CD

0
0

4; Your leaders try to get you to
reach high goals;

_
is 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 CD CD CD 0 CD

, should be 000 9 .9 c. (Do c. o
43. 'You take part in judging your

performance:
is 0 0

;-
0 0 0 CD 0 0 CD C) 0 0 0

should be 0 0 0 0 0 0 CD CD CD CD 0 0 0
44. Your peers accept what is

expected of them.
is 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 CD CD 0 0 0 CD 0

\ should be 0 0 00000 ob.°
45. Your leaders work with you and

your peers in friendly ways.
is 0 0 0 0 0 0 CD 0 0 0 0 0

should be 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 t) CD 0
46. Your leaders use what they "find

out" io make thing better.
is 0 0 o o o o o o c. c. o o 0 0 o

should be 0 0 0 b CD 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 CD 0
47. .Things are organized so that you . fs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 CD CD 0 0 0 0 0

or your peers can help make -
decisions. ' i should be 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 CD CD 0 0 0 CD 0

48. MoSt all work together to get
the job done. .

is 0 0 0 0 0 0 CD 0 0
should be C) 0 0 0 0 0 CD 0 0 0

49. .Your leaders share With yin, most all
the_Informalion you need or want.

_

is 0 0 0 0 CD 0 0 0
should be C) 00 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0

50. Most an get along well and help is C) 0 o bo 0 o o o
, .iuh other.

i

I

shouldbeC)0000000C)000000
i

51. Information on what you do is C) 0 0 0 0 0. CD 0. 0 C) 0 0 0
' and ho%k wen you do it is used i -

to help Sblve problems. should be 0 0 0 0 CD 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0
52. Thcleaders Work with their peers . is 0 0 o 0 0 0 00000 d d 0 o

and people below them to make ,
the decisions. should be o

\

9, 0 o .9 .9 o



INSTRUCTIONS FOR ADMINISTERING THE
DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY FOR LEADERSHIP IMPROVEMENT

(DSLI)

Preparation

I. Read these directions completely and

2. Before the administration
surveyed sufficient:

stAFF

practice taking the. survey yourself before administering it.

of the survey cheek to sec that you have for the number of people being

survey booklets
/soft .lead pencils
.erasers

3. Middle and Senior School Staff
. Teachers arc to respond to their department Chair-
man in one of the eight subjeet areas listed under
item 100 on page 2 of the survey booklet. If thes'e
subject 'areas do not agree exactly to the depart-
Mental organizatiOn in a particular school: then
decide beforehand, and at the administration give
the ieachers and the department :chairmen specific
instructions about;marking a particular subject arca
which will 'give the kind of sUrvey information
about departments which is desired. For example,
if a. report is wanted for business education but
not for agricultural education; then, tell the business
education teachers and 'the buSincss education de-
partment . head to check Vocational Education.
Agriculture teachers 'and their department chair-
man should 'leave thiS area ;blank..

--37Etementat y School Staff
Determine in advance- whether or not a rephrt is
applicable or desired for department .. chairman, or
coordinators at the elrnentary -level. if reports for

"departnients arc not applicable. then no one should
mark Subject areas in it= 100 on page 2 of the
survey. booklet. If repoms arc applicable and.'or
desired, then decide td Which subject areas teachers
and department ehairm,..-n arc to respond in the.,
suricy booklet. Stime'one also .must be identified
as a departMent chairraarnbecause unless someone ,
marks a subject area in item 100 and the position
of department chairman. in 101, a report will not
be provided.

c.

STUDENTS ,

4

.3. Students
If you are administering the survey to studenN.
beAure that you know the subject area which the
stndents arc to'respond to on page- 2 of the survey
.booklet. When this determination has been made.
then go through all the instructions for students
on these pagcs and write in the predetermined sub-
ject arca in each appropriate blank space. Do this
before you begin administering the survey.

If the school is to make its own selection. of Stu-
dents and subject area .assigninents, a simple ran-
dom selection procedure for selecting students and
subject areas is as ftzllows. 'First determine how
many students arc to be surveyed at a particular
orade level. Then list and number the homeroom
teachers or English teachers and .the. number ..of

. students in cach teacher's elaSs at/that grade level.
Cut slips of paper equal to the number of home-'
morns Or Enelish sections. Write' a tencher's name
and the number of students on each slip of paper.
Place the slips of paper in a container and draw
out slips until ihe accumulative .total of studentS
equals the number of students td be surVeyed at
that grhde level. Decide which subjects arc to be
..surveyed and how many class sections arc to be
surveyed for each. subject. Place the slips of paper

\identif)ing each selected class section in a.container
hnd draw a slip for each subject arera to be sur-
veyed.

4. (iving (tip During the Survey
You may and sbould give as much individual and group.help a needed while individuals are taking the

survey.

\ ,' .

\'..

.5. Insiructions f\.n. After Survey Completion '.
!

Decide in adv nce whht respondents! are to do
nounce thc d ciSion at the approPriate place
the page and cgin. / / .

.\
I )

,
when they complete filling out the survey booklet. An-
in these instructions; that isl", right before you say "Turn
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'Starting Time

SAY:

SAY:

SAY:

Do :

SAY:

(Write the starting time.- The instruetions should take about tun 'minutes)

Instructions for the Administration

THE 'MOST IMPORTANT PART OF ANY ORGANIZATION IS THE PEOPLE WHO MAKE IT
UP. SOCIAL SCIENTISTS HAVE FOUND OUT THAT THE WAY PEOPI.E IN SCHOOLIN-
TERACT. COMMUNICATE.;.MAKE DECISIONS. ARE CONTROLLED AND HAVE CONFIDENCE,...,,
IN THEIR LEADERS *ALL' AFFECT' THE TEACHING AND LEARNING PROCESS.

YOU ARE BEING ASKED TO TAKE THIS SURVEY TO ,DETERMINE HOW YOU FEEL'
ABOUT HOW TIIE LEADERSHIP IS AND SHOULD BE AT DIFFERENT LEVELS IN THIS
SCHOOL. THERE 'ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS. THE !FORMATION PROVIDED
WILL BE USED TO SEE' WHERE THE MAJORITY OF PEOPLE IN THIS StHOOL THINKS
IMPROVEMENT NEEDS TO. BE MADE.

I
THE RESULTS OF' THIS suRvEy. WILL BE SUMMARIZED BY GROUPS RESPONSES ARE
NOT REPORTED FOR INDIVIDUALS. TO ANSWER THIS SURVEY YOU WILL NEED A SOFT
LEAD. PENCIL. PLEASE RAISE YOUR HAND IF YOU DO NOT:HAVE A SOFT LEAD PENCIL
TO COMPLETE THE SURVEY.

Pass out pencils to those who need them. .

I AM NOW GOING TO PASS OUT THE SURVEY BOOKLET. WHEN YOU GET YOUR BOOK- .
LET. WRITE THE' NAME OF THIS SCHOOLTHE CITY. AND STATE. ON TOP OF THE FRONT
COVER. RIGHT HERE.

Do : Hold up a booklet and point to thc place_ where thu,y/arii to write the name of the school. Aftcr you
pass out Ithe booklets:check to sec that everyone writes the school name, city. -and state in the space
provided.'

SAY: NOW OPEN YOUR BOOKLET TO PAGE 2. AT THE TOP IT SAYS: "USE ONLY A SOFT
LEAD PENCIL TO BLACKEN THE CIRCLES THAT SHOW YOUR 'ANSWERS." THESE IN-
STRUCTIONS ARE VERY IMPORTANT .BECAUSE THE. BOOKLET IS SCORED BY A MA-
CHINE WHICH READS EVERY PENCIL MARK AS AN ANSWER.

STAFF

Mich Ile, Junior High or High School

SAY: YOU ARE NOW AT .THE QUESTION
NUMBERED 100. IF YOU ARE A TEACH-
ER THEN MARK THE SUI3JECr AREA
IN WHICH YOU TEACH 3 OR MORE
CLASSES. THOSE TEACHING LESS THAN
3 CLASSES IN ONE SUBJECT MARK THE
SUBJECT 'AREA OF YOUR ',GREATEST
INTEREST. IF YOUR MAJOR RESPONSI-
BILITIES ARE OTHER THAN TEACHING,
THEN DO NOT MARK FOR THIS ITEM.

STAFF

Eleinentar Schools

Do If previous arrangements for elementary teach- .

crs have been made. tell the dement:Iry teach- ,
crs how to mark tbis section (item 100). If
thcy have not been made . . .

SAY: DO NOT MARK THIS SECTION.

STUDENTS

SAY: YOU ARE NOW AT THE QUESTION
NUMBERED 100. WHERE YOU ARE TO
MARK SUBJECT OR DEPARTMENT. ALL
STUDENTS IN THIS CLASS WILL MARK
THE OVAL IN FRONT OF ..

SAY: BLACKEN THAT OVAL RIGHT NOW.
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STAFF

Deparintent Heads

SAY: DEPARTMENT HEADS BE SURE TO
MARK A SUBJECT AREA IN 'ITEM 100
AND THE POSITION-AREA COORDINA-
TOR-OR DEPT. HEAD IN ITEM 101. IF
YOU DO NOT MARK BOTH OFATHESE,
THENA DEPARTMENTAL REPORT WILL

. NOT BE GIVEN.

SAY: EVERYBODY. MARK THE ANSWER WHICH APPLIES TO YOU IN ITEMS 101, 102. 103.
AND IN. STUDENTS ONLY ARE TO MARK ITEM 105 AND STAFF ONLY AREJTO MARK
106.

qu6ions tticy arc toDo : Walk around thc room to make certain Ithat all rcspondcnts undcrstand which
answcr and how to blackcn the ovals.

STAFF

SAY: NOW LOOK AT THE TOP OF PAGE 3.
NOTICE THAT UNDER TEACHERS THE
SUBJECT AREA/DEPARTMENT SEC-
TION IS SHADED LIGHTLY AND THE
OVERALL SCHOOL SECTION IS NOT
SHADED. NOW LOOK AT THE EXAMPLE
ON THIS PAGE. IN THE LIST OF PEOPLE
RIGHT . BELOW STUDENTS IT SAYS
"TEACHERS." OPPOSITE TEACHERS
ARE TWO LITTLE SQUARES AND ONE
IS SHADED LIGHTLY AND THE OTHER
SQUARE IS BLANK. ALL THE COLUMNS
WHERE. THE ANSWERS ARE TO BE
.MARKED IN THE EXAMPLE AND ON
"THE OTHER PAGES OF THIS. BOOKLET
ARE SHADED IN THE SAME WAY.
TEACHERS WHO HAVE A DEPARTMENT,
HEAD WILL MARK THEIR ANSWERS IN
THE FIRST TWO COLUMNS. TEACHERS
WITHOUT A DEPARTMENT HEAD MARK
YOUR ANSWERSAN THE MIDDLE COL-
UMN ONLY. IN ANY CASE. TEACHERS.
DO NOT MARK ANY ANSWERS FOR THE
OVERALL SYSTEM - SUPERINTENDENT
LEVEL IN THE THIRD .(DARKLY SHAD-
ED) COLUMN.

SAY: DEPARTMENT HEADS AND NO NCERTI-
FIED YOU WILL. NOTICE THAT YOU
'ARE TO MARK THE MIDDLE.COLUMN -
PRINCIPAL LEVEL ONLY. /

SAY: OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF WILL .MARK
THE PRINCIPAL ANDSUpERINTENDENT
LEVEL.

SAY: THE PRINCIPAL WILL MARK ONLY
THE SUPERINTENDENT LEVEL.

143

.
STUDENTS

SAY: NOW LOOK AT THE TOP OF PAGE 3.
NOTICE THAT UNDER STUDENTS THE ,
SUBJECT AREA SECTION IS SHADED I
LIGHTLY AND THE OVERALL SCHOOL

'SECTION IS NOT SHADED. NOW LOOK
AT THE EXAMPLE AT ABOUT THE MID-
DLE ON THIS PAGE. RIGHT AT THE
TOP OF THE LIST OF PEOPLE IN THE
EXAMPLE BOX IT SAYS. "STUDENTS."
OPPOSITE STUDENTS ARE TWO LITTLE
SQUARES ONE IS SHADED LIGHTLY
AND THE OTHER IS BLANK. NOW LOOK
AT THE COLUMNS WHERE YOU MARK
YOUR ANSWERS. THE FIRST COLUMN
IS SHADED LIGHTLY. AND SECOND
COLUMN IS NOT SHADED. ALL THE
COLUMNS WHERE THE ANSWERS ARE
TO BE MARKED IN THE EXAMPLE AND
ON THE OTHER PAGES. OF THIS BOOK-
LET ARE SHADED IN THE SAME WAY.
YOU WILL MARK YOUR ANSWERS IN
THE FIRST !TWO COLUMNS. YOU WILL
NOT IMARk ANY ANSWERS IN THE
THIRD COLIUMN.

i

SAY: LOOK BACK
L

UP TO THE TOP OF THE
PAGE WHERE IT SAYS STUDENTS. READ
THIS SECTION SILENTLY WHILE/I-READ;
IT ALOUD.I

SAY: SUBJECT AREA

SAY: ANSWER ALL ITEMS AT THE SUBJECT;
AREA LEVEL. MARK ,TO SHOWAOW:
YOU FEEL! THINGS SHOULD BE WITH'
THE TEACHERS IN THE
SUBJECT AREA. REMEMBER. THIS IS
THE. SUBJFCT 'WHICH YOU CHECKED

1



STAFF

SAY: LOOK BACK UP TO-THE TOP OE TI1E
PAGE WI IERE---if SAYS -TEAci 1 1:16.:
READ THVPART THAT APPLIES TO
YOUR POSITION SILENTLY WHILE I
READ IT ALOUD. . .

SAY: SUBJECT AREA !DEPARTMENT FOR
TEACIIERS .

SAY; MARK TO 5.110W HOW '' YOU FE.EL
,

THINGS ARE AND HOW YOU _tEEL.-
THINGS SHOULD BE IN YOUR DEPART-
MENT AND HOW TIM- DEPARTMI\NT
HEAD PROVIDES LEADERSIIIP FOR THE
SUBJECT AREA DEPARTMENT WHO
YOU. CHECKED IN ITEM 100 ON P. 2.,7
DO NOT RESPOC.) AT THE DEPART,
MENT\ LEVEL /1'1); YOU DO NOT- HAVE

1 'A DEPARTME'NT CHAIRMAN.

SAY: OVERALL /:SCH001. FOR EVERYBODY
BUT. THE PRINCIPAL

SAY: THE TEACHEld: DEPARTMENT HEADS.
OTHER. CERTIFIED AND NON-CERTI-
FIED STABF1 BUT. NOT THE PRINCIPAL
WILL ANSWER ALL ITEMS AT THE
OVERALL SCHOOL - PRINCIPAL LEVEL.
MARK TO. SHOW HOW YOU FEEL
THINGS ARE AND HOW YOU FEEL
THINGS SHOULD BE IN THE OVERALL
SCHOOL: THAT IS HOW THE PRINCI-
PAL'S STAFF AND OR THE PRINCIPAL
PROVIDE LEADERSHIP IN THE SCHOOL._
OVERALL SYSTEM roR THE PRINCIPAL
AN OTHER CERTIFIED

_SA : THE PRINCIPAL-r' ASSISTANT PRINCI-/- PAL(S). COUNSELORS AND LIBRARIAN
ARE--THE ONLY. ONES WHO ARE TO
ANSWER- THE- ITEMS' AT THE OVER-
ALL SYSTEM-SUPERINTENDENT .LEVEL. -
THEY ARE TO MARK- TO SHOW HOW-----:-
THINGS ARE AND HOW THEFEEL
THINGS SHOULD BE2q,..---THE SYSTEM
LEVEL. THAIS:;HOW THE PERSON_---------
AND HIS--STAEF DIRECTLY _ABOVE' THE-I5INCIPAL PROVIDE_LEAT)ERSHIP

/FROM THE CENTRAL-0-FFICE
------ .-..------",. --, -------

------1-7.-------- i ._

SAY: YOU ARE TO MARK EACII STATEMENT FOR THE LEVEL THAT APPLIES TO YOU LIKE-------
THE EXAMPLE IN THE BOX BELOW. WHEN YOU ARE NOT SURE ABOUT:4-: STATEMENT
FOR EITHER PART (IS OR SHOULD BE) THEN MARK YOUR ANSWER,AS-TDONT KNOW."

SAY: READ THE STATEMENT SILENTLY WHILE I 'READ IT ALOUD.---_-

SAY:

STUDENTS

IN ITEM 100 ON PAGE 2. IF' YOU DO.
NOT HAVE ANY CLASSES IN THIS SUB-
JECT AREA AT THIS TIME TIIINK
ABOUT THE CLASSES YOU HAVE HAD-
IN THE RECENT PAST. YOU ARE TO
MARK AS BEST YOU CAN IN;THE FIRST
COLUMN EOR THE. TEACHFiR YOU
HAVE NOW-OR FOR .THE TEACHER(S)
YOU-I-IAVE HAD IN THE
SUBJECT AREA.

SAY: OVERALL SCHOOL

SAY: ANSWER ALL ITEMS AT THE OVER-
ALL SCHOOL - PRINCIPAL LEVEL.
MARK TO SHOW HOW YOU FEEL
THINGS ARE AND HOW YOU FEEL
THINGS SHOULD BE IN THE OVERALL
SCHOOL. THAT IS. HOW THE PRINCI-
PAL AND HIS STAFF Acr AS THEY RUN_
THE SCHOOL.

SAY: YOU ARE NOT TO MARK ANY ANSWERS
IN THE THIRD (DARKLY SHADED)
COLUMN.

SAY: STATEMENT _ ....---.7._.- ,
SAY: YOUR LEADERS PROVIDE CHANCES FOR-YOU TO WORK WITH YOUR-PEERS O_FRIENDLY-,'

WAYS.
.. -- ./ ______-_-.:--:----- .----

- ,7
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SAY: NOTICE THAT IN THE EXAMPLE AT THE OVERALL SCHOOL - PRINCIPAL LEVEL IT
IS MARKED TO SHOW THAT LEADERS: THAT IS. 'THE PRINCIPAL'S STAFF AND OR THE
PRINCIPAL PROVIDE CHANCES FOR YOU TO .1,vogi< WITH YOUR PEERS IN FRIENDLY
WAYS -SOMETIMES." BUT THEY SHOULD TRY- TO PROVIDE CHANCES FOR THIS VERY
OFTEN."

,SAY: WHEN YOU MARK THE ITEMS ON THE OTHER PAGES BE SURE TO SHOW HOW YOU
THINK IT IS AND HOW YOU THINK IT SHOULD BE FOR EACH ITEM. MARK I DONT
KNOW IF YOU DO NOT 'KNOW HOW IT IS, AND MARK I DON'T KNOW IF YOU DO NOT
KNOW HOW IT SHOULD. BE.'.

SAY:

SAY:

SAY:

STAFF

REMEMI3ER WHEN YOU SEE THE WORD
LEADERS IT MEANS

---
YOUR DEpARTMENT HEAD AT THE
SUBJECT AREA OR DEPARTMENT
LEVEL. .

THE; PRINCIPAL'S STAFF AND/OR THE
PRINCIPAL2AT THE. OVERALL SCHOOL
LEVEL,.

SAY:. FOR THE--OTHER CERTIFIEb AND THE'
PRINCIPAL ON LY

'SAY: THE PERSON AND HIS STAFF DIRECTLY
ABOVE THE:PRINCIPAL AT THE-OVER----
ALL SYSTEM - SUPERINTENDENT

SAY: REMEKBER-----=-=__ _

STUDENTS

SAY: REMEMBER WHEN YOU SEE THE WORD
LEADERSAt MEANS:

SAY: TEACHERS 'IN THE. . .

..SUBJECI- AT THE SUBJECT. AREA LEVEL

SAY: THE PRINCIPAL AND HIS STAFF AT THE
OVERALC'SCHOOL - PRINCIPAL LEVEL.

SAY: BE SURE TO MARK FOUR OVALS. FOR

"SAY:- TEACHERS WITH DEPARTMENT HEADS
/ MARK THE FIRST COLUMN.

SAY: EVERYBODY BUT THE PRINCIPAL
MARKS THE. MIDDLE COLUMN.

SAY: THE PRINCIPAL AND OTHER CERTI-
FIED STAFF MARK THE-LAST COLUMN.

EACH ITEM -IN THE SURVEYIS AND
SHOULD BE FOR THE TEACHERS, AND
IS AND SHOULD BE FOR THE PRINCI-
PAL . AND HIS -STAFF.

SAY: DO NOT -MARKANYTHING7-INT-HE
THIRD COLUMN.

SAY: ALSO REMEMBER THAT YOUR PEERS
ARE7YOURIFELLOWL-StuDENfS.

- -. ---

SAY: ARE THERE ANY QUESTIONS?

SAY: WHEN YOtj ARE FINISHED TUR1,. IN YOUR PENCILS,-AND' BOOKLETS AND THEN... .

. . .
SAY: TURN THE PAGE .AND I

Do : Whea_the-respt-nai.erttS,13egin answering the suYvey, write down. the ,!1",+;:te
_

minutes .

Do : Walk around the ittom -to- bc- cc rt thii er6d is 4n sive ring be2-h t he "Is" -and-"Shotdd parts-----
for each item at the appropri:.te levels. A1so-be.-rure tha':- they are marking heavy and erasing completely.

Do : When .the fiNt 15 minutes have. elaps&cl

--SAY: ABOUT HALF THE TIMEL HAS PASSED.- YOU-SHOULD_BE ABOUT AT ITEM 27 ON THE
TOP OF PAGE 6. IF YOU ARE-NOT YET THAT FAR ALONG, TRY TO-GO-A-LITTLE FASTER.

Do : When another IS minutes'have passed or the z:Ilotted time is up

-

then add-15

15 ch
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SAY: .1IME IS UP. PLEASE PASS IN YOUR BOOKLETS AND PENCILS. THERE 15 ''NO_PENALTY
FOR N0*1 COMPLETING THE SURVEY: .

Dt! : Take up pendls and booklets. Put the completed booklets back intO the envelope. 'Keep the unused
booklets separate. Turn these matcriak oiier to the person 'designated to send thc materials back- for'
scoring.
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APPENDIX E

Factor Analyses
and Should Be Dimensions

. All Levels
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Item 4

. APPENDIX-E-1

DIACNOsT/C SURVEY, for LnADERstat. IMPROVEMENT

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIb- STUDENT RESP0N5E512) TO
THE DEPARTMENT LEVEI..y../ DIMENSION: 1974-1975

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

IS 1 .21 , -.62 -.15 -.50 .07

.
IS 2

IS 3

.77

.83

.-.09

-.25
.27 1

.:
-.12 ./

-.26
-.28

.18

.13

IS 4 .62 -.52 -.15 "; -.31 -.16

IS 5 .17 -.90 .-.09 -.02 -.02

IS 6 .51 -.70 .14 -.06 -.29

IS 7 .85 -.32 -.17 -.06 .01

IS 8 .75 -.42 -.21 -.04 -.24

IS 9 .47 -.57 -.36 r.39 -.18

IS 10 .56 -.28 -.52 -.01 .21

IS 11 .41 -.55 -.44 -.19 -.24

IS 12 .29 -.84 .01 .13 -.12

IS 13 .28 -.48 -.49 -.09 .01

IS 14 .70 . -.32 -.28 -.12 -.15

IS 15 .47 -.51 -.28 -.37 ' -.39 ,

IS 16 .27 -.20 -.44 -.61 -.01

IS 17 .4 -.70 -.06 -.08

IS 18 .16 -.65 -.30..... -.48 -.21

Is 19 .76 -.25 -.17

IS 20 .59 -.62 .-.25 .01'

IS 21 .82 -.24 -.09 -.12

IS 22 .46 -.46 -.60 -.22 -.05

IS 23 .45 -.17 -.58 ,-.28 -.45

IS 24 .79 -.31 -.20 -.14

IS 25 .45 -.74 -.23 -.07 -.14

IS 26 .71 -.20 -.45 -.01 -.22

IS 27- .71 ---=735-- -.46 -.13 -.03

IS 28 .39 -.37 -.44 -.53 .06

' IS 29 .64 -.45 -.15 -.24 'r.00

, IS 30 .22 .04 -.78 -.21 .00

IS 31 .45 --31 . -.22 -.59 -.23

IS 32 .23 -.49 -.59 -.42 -.07

IS 33 .64 -.29 -.51 -.21 , -.13

IS 34 .40 -.46 -.41 -.32 -.32

IS 35 .64 -.35 -.SO -.12 -.19

IS 36 .62 -.44 -.36 -.29 -.09

IS 37 .27 -.53 -.44 -.28 -.12

Is 38 .50 -.59 . -.39 -.06 .07

IS.39 .31 -.51 -.54 -.18 -.04

IS 40 .44 -.63 -.34 -.25 -.17

IS 41 .50 -.70 .02 -.30 -.11

IS 42 .20 -.74 -.11 -.24 -.06

IS 43 .69 -.27 -.36 -.24 -.09

Is 44 .46 -.60 -.30 -.12 .25

/S 45 .20 -.72 -.35 -.43 -.02

IS 46 .38 -.70 -.28 -.29 -.05

IS 47 .70 -.42 -.30 -.30 -.10

IS 48 .69 -.16 -.35 -.04

IS 49 .18 -.77 -.33 -.28 -.04

/S 50 .08 -.75 -.26 -.39 . .20

IS 51 .52 -.65 -.22 -.28 -.04

IS 52 .63 -.55 -.29 -.16

Eigenvalue: 32.80 3.56 2.29 1.17 1.0
Cumulative of Eigenvalue:

.63 .70 .74 .77 .49

(1) Principal Componerit Analysis with Va'riMax Rotation. Factor.s were included
upon the,basis of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1.00.

(2) The responses analyzed were the m6an student responses within a school-.
each school being equally. weighted. Ninety-five schools were included in

, the sample..

(3)'Responses to the eight distinct department categories were pooled.

4 8
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' APPENDIX 1:-2 ,

DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY for LEADLREHIP IMPROVEMENT

ROTATED FACTOR MATVX41/ STUDENT RESPONSES
(21

TO

THE DEPARTMENT LEVEL "SHOULD BE" DIMENSION; 1974-1975

Item'i1 Factor 2 Factor 2 factor-3 Factor 4 Factor S Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8

SB /
SB 2

SB 4

SB 5

SB 6

SB 7

SB 8

SB' 9
SB 10
SB 11
SH 12
SB 13

° SB 14
SB 15
SB 16

.
SB 17
SB 18
SB 19
SB 20
SB 21
SB 22
SB 23.
SB 24
sp,25
SS-26
SB ,27

SB 8

SB 9
SHIM
SBI31
S613-2

SB 33
SO 34

,SS 35
SB 36
SB 37
SB 38
561 39

SB 40
SB 41"
SB 42
SB 43
SB 44
SH 45
.561,46

,sp 47
SB 48
SB 49
SB 50
SB 51
SB .52

.47

.33

.23

-.10
.01

.36

.42

.62

.46

.33

.20

.47

.65

.47

. .34

.33

.76

.27

.81

.71

.63

.74

.53 `,\

.43 'N

.70 j

.66.j

.41'i .

-:35,]

.491 :

'.601 .

.361

.72

.75
'.19

.36
T.,../

,,=' 9

,,, .48

.25
-.02 .

.54

.35 /

.25/
.22'

.29

.41

'55

//08
.15

, :42

-.23
-.59

:09
:06

-.26

-.16
-.22
-.46

-.40
-.09
-.53
-.69 '.

.03

-.44
-.05
-.17

-.19

-.48%
=61 \ ,i

'-.08 ,

,.132 1 /
-.35 ',/
-.38 /

-.35./
, -.45/
-.41

i -.32
-7116 .

-436
A.57
/-.24
/ -.32
i.

-.76
-.65
-.12
-.39

-.49
.05

-.37
-.52
r.79 :

-.48
-.35

'.11

.67

.44

.68

.11

.55

.33

.28

.62

\ .87

\ .24

\ .24
\.13

,\.51

.26

/--".19 .

.13

/15
/.03
/ .21

/ .25
.s.11'

.16

.15

.23

.11
.,:04

.29

.23
.25
.14

-.01
.19'

.79

.08.

.17

.09

.17

.15 ,

.22.

.17

.30

.52

.00'.

.16
-,

.21 ..'

!

.Q8

-.19
-.21
-.14
.10

-.03
-.41
-.42
-.19

-.18
-.03

-.04
-.16
-.12

-.22
-.21
- ......

'-.12

-.37

-.24
.18 ....

-.47
.29

-.47

-.34
-.23

-.09
-.35
-.62
-.08
-.26
-.18
-.31

-.11
-.57
-.58
-.24
-.59
-.64

.28-

-.66

-.14
-.80

-.07
.09

-.34
-.62

. r.23
.09

.02

-.02

-.29
-.29
-.09
.117
, .

..-
-:00

-.17
-.08
-.20

.01

-.03

-.06
-.14
.04 ,

-.17
-.13

.09

'-.11 1

-.16 /

-.03 1

-:20
-.13
-.25 i'

.08,,,

-.10
.1

.18

.07

.38

.43

.09

.23
13

.28

.29

.21

-.02

.04,'

,
....09

,-'''.-.03

-.00
.0.2 .

. Is

.08

.31

.17

.03

'..05

.25

.05
.

.07

-.04
.17

.04

.15.

..10

.12

.10

-.05
.07,

--.07
-.18
.29

-.01

.

.52

.31

.28

.14

2.12
.10

-:06
.17

-.06

-.07
.01

.05

-.09
-.48

-.18

-.76

''- 24,
-:34

,

.02

-.02

-.18

.

-.38

'.:

7.'49.

.-.29-

-.25
---,,...19 '

.03,,,
,

, -.02 .

.15

-.21

-.10
-.23
-.10

.

.06

.27

.05

.22

.15

.02

-.04

.11

:03

',.20
.22

. .52

: .12

41
.34

.12
.11

.42

.36

.27

.55

.08

-

. .35

.14

7.05

.08

.28

.06

':04

-.04
4.04
.06
.09

.00

.07

-.02
-.01
-.03
.08

.07

.02

CuMulatie.t'of'Eigenvalue.
value :

.

15
.

li

Eigen- /25.83 4.20 2.67 2.18

/ .50 .58, .03-- :67 .72 . .75 .77
. /

(1) Principal component/Analysis With Varimax Rotation. Rectors were included upon the basis

0 of exhibiting an ei'genvalue greater than or equal\to 1.00., ------. -i' , ------..

(2)1The responses analyzed were t elnean student responses within.a'school--each, school being'
. .

-/equally;weighted! Ninety-five schools wor re indluded4n the.,sample.

(3) :Responses te the eight distinct department categoiies\ifere pooled.
/ -

1:25 1.18 - 1.04



APPENDIX E-3
D/ACNO:TIC SORVEY for LEADERSHIP IMPROVEMENT

/ (1 )ROTATED'FAC.OH MATR/X ! TEACHER RESPONSES(2) TO

/Y THE DEPARTMENT LEVEL(1), "IS" DIMENSION; 1974-1975

item # Fadtor 1 Fact.or 2 \ Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7

IS 1
IS 2

IS p
IS /4

IS. i

/

6

'IS 7

IS 8

IS 9

/IS 10
IS 11

.IS 12
IS 13
IS 14
IS 15
IS 16
IS 17
IS 18
IS 19
IS 20
1St:21

IS 22
IS 23
IS 24
IS 25
IS 26

----IS-27

IS 28
IS 29

-IS:30-------:28-1,
IS 31
IS 32
IS 33
IS 34

flIS 35

IS 36
IS 17

IS 38
IS 39
IS 40
IS 41
IS 42
IS-43
IS 44
IS 45
IS 46
IS 47
IS 48
IS 49
IS 50
IS' 51

IS 52

.32,,

.09
:66 0

.55

.23

.40

.41

.20.

.59

.61

.42,

.62

.64

.51

.15

.11

.42

.43

.49

.42

.41

.24

.31

.33

.49

.50

."---%-53

..22---

.59

.73

.76

.51

.63

.63

.31

.67

.06 -
k

.32 %

.29 \

.82. .,

.73

.65

'.65

.67

.72

.62

.82

.41

.87

.24

.57

.80

.23
.44

.81

.26

.32

.07'

.35

.38

.40

.23

.67

.14

.42

.35

. .24

.04
-.22
.39

.37

.41W--.23-

.22

--.45
..10--,i

.83

.08

,-.0d
.06

-.11
.32

,21

.18

.23

.26

:64--- -
.35
.17

% 33
.

:24
.41
.28
.45

.09

.21

\ ..10

-.11
-.01
.00

-.07

-.17
\-.34
7.30
.7.06

=.00
-::39 .

- 29 \

-.22
-.31

-.46
-.17
-.32 -

-.30
-.25
-.43

' -.36

-.26
-.66
-.40

-.20 ,

-.54
-.10
-.42
-.50
-.23
-.03
'--59
-.31
-.46
-.34
-.28
-.27

.- '71
,...

..:60

-.25

-.13 (
-.31 \
-.10 ".

-.50
-.23

-.57

v

-.23
.po

-.25
-.41
-.33
-.38

-.39
-.33
-.29 L

-.03
-.15 //

-.54
N

/

i

-.10/
-.50

-.26
-.79
-.A3
-135
7.52
-. 27

if .18

.13

''..0'11`

=16
-.23
-.35

-.34\
-.15 \
-.11
-.23 \
.01

-.26
-.10

.01

-.20
-.22
-.39
-.16
-.20
-.14_

. -.08
\ -.10
1

.27

.06

.25

.09

.17

. .12
.51

.36

.34

.39

.38

.43

.17

.03

.12

.30

.21

.64

.21

.52

.44

-'---.17

.65

.12

.00

.46
-.04
.46

-

.16

.14

.21

.24

- .33
.11

.27

.75

,.. .26
--.29

.17

.22

.29

.09

.25

.21

.26

.50.

.24

.17

.07

.41

.05

.25

.05

.17

.23

.28

.15

.01

.16

.31

.20

.36

.79

.19

.43

.27

.26

.42

.42

-.10
-...02

.13

.23

.38
.27

. .42
.06
.44

.36
.04

.12

.15

.50
.41

.15

.46°

.02
.31

.07
.28
.20

.13

.26,

.13

'-.04
,.06
.13
:38

.03

.18

.13 .

.03

.68

.05

-.19
-.11

.09

.05
-.11
.01

.17
--.00

.10.

.19

.21

.25

.09
-.04
.08
.15

.39
'.04

.16

.02

.13

.14

.10

.05
-.01
,06
.06
.24

-.04
.10

-.06
.21

.16
:16

-.07
110

Eigen-
value:

31.98 3.36 2.37 1,82 1.34 1.03_

Cumulative 11 of Eigenvalue:

.62 .68. .73 .86 .82 .84

(1) Pribcipal Component Analysfs with-Varimax Rota ion. Factors were-included upon the

basfb of exhibiting an eigenvalue grea,ter_than-or equal tO 1.00.

(2) The responsesanalyzed were.bhe mean teacher respORS-ds-within a.school--each school
being equally weiuhted. Ninety-five schools. were included ch-t4c sample.

(37---Res ouses to the.eight disrinct department categories,were pooled:

16t
150

11

/



APPENDIX E-4
DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY for LEADERSHIP IMPEOWNENT,,.

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX TEACMER RESPONSES121 TO'
4

THE DEPARTMENT LEVEL"), "SHOULD hi:" DIMEMSION: 19741915

Item i Factor 1 FactOr 2 Factor 3' Factor 4 Eactor'5 Factor. 6 Factor 7 Factor 8

SB 1 .16 -.19 .04 -.65 .75 -.09 .13

SB 2 .22 -.26 -;13 .22 -.70 .10
.

/

SB 3 '.10 -.21 -.52 -,18 -.24 -.34 .25

SB 4 .01 - .26 -.02, L .-.76 .06 7.29 -.14 .13

'SE: 5 .15 .72 .01 -.15 -:20 -.13 -.03 .01

SB 6 -.00 .31 -.17 -.40

SB 7 .49 . , .38 .11 .
.05 -.19: . .11

SB 8 .71 .35 .11 -.11 -.35 -.01

, SB 9 .23 .12 -:.3 -:29 .46 -.77 -.16 .04

SB 10 a .41 .10 42 -.01 -.37 -.58

. SB 11 .01 .13 .01 .-.63

SB 12 .68 .44 -.01 -.03 7:17 .02

SB 13 .49' -.16 -.16 -.68 -.31

SB 14 .17 .11 . -41 .18 .11

SB 15 .32 -.12 -AO .20 -.25 ''' .01

SB 16 -.12 .16 -.35 .69

SB 17 .49. -.23. 7.07 .15' -.45 -.29 .38

SB '18 .42 4.19. 7.15 =.18 . .06 -.62 -.37

SB 19 .61._ .24 '-:45 .12 '.01 -.14 .14

SB 20 .61 .01 -.15 -.45 .61 -.10 -.05

SB 21 .,22' -.29 ,.3-.13 7.07 -.17 .12

SB 22 .49 ,04 -.53 - -.36 .08

SB 23 -.45 -.05 .16 -.45 -.36_ .02

SB 24
SB 25

.21

.20

.08

.14

-.56
-.26

.05

-.26 .18 '

-.53 .08

-.24

.23

-.12

SB 26 i" .23 .72 -.13 -.21 -.24 .32 .08

SB,27 .01 :21 ,06 ./.61 -.14,", -01

SB 28. ...,04 .81 -.22 -.26 .13 -.234 -.16

SB 29 .::58
.17

,SB 30 .13 .84 -.03 ...01 -.22 .02

SB 31 .25 -.15 -.32 .24 -.17 =.27

'SB 32' .54 .22 .29 --.41, .08 .41

SB 33 .31 . .72 '-.12 =.16 p "-.12 '' -.13 .21

SB 34 :53 -.63 .08 , -:1 '4 -.30
..

.08

SB 35 .. .07 ' =.91 -.08 -.06 7.01 .04

SB 36 '-.02 .45 7.09 .10, .11 .13

513-37 .42 -.33 -.12 .04 .11 ;45.07

St 38 . .52- .73- -:01 -.12 -.18 .07. .08

SB 39 .13 1
..26 -.12 .05 7.81 -.01

'SB 40, .10' .E8 ....M. .07 !-.3.9 -.01

SB 41 ,...37 .01 -.26 -.22 .17 7:67 '.30

SB'42' .'.51 .48 ,. .09 .0E

'SB 43 .4q .77 .04 .09 -.0E

SB.44 .08 .19 . -.22 .37 -:14 .35

SII 45 .52,. .05' .01 .18

.57 .38 .13 .35 . .03
_S13,46

SB 47 :77 .12 -.05 =.27 -.06 -.42 -'.05 - .04

_se 48 .59 .13 -.Q7 .66 -.63 -.04 .01

SB 49 .63 :51 ,21 ..:33 - 11
.

.15 -.21

.06 .14 .10

SB 51 .65 -.01 .05 .18 -.03 -.25

SB 52 '.09 .37
.

-.26. -.46 -.Z4 -.52 .02 .21

'Eigen7 22.78
value:

CumulatiVe % of Eigenvalue:
.44 .57, .63 .69 .73 .76 .79

2.12 1.63 1.48 1.05
\ .

A031

(1) Principal Componcht Analisis with Va'rim4* Rotation,- Factorswere-included upOn the- sia

,

Of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1.00.

Thc.respohses.analvied were the.mean 'teacher' responset within'a'schao17-each tchool beirig

',eccu.411y weighted., Ninetyfivo.Schools were inCluded-inthe

(3) Responses to the eigilt distinci.dcp.artMent categories were pooled,.



APVENDIX E-5
DTAGNOSTM SURVEY for LEADERSHIPIMPROVEMENT

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX(
1) (HTUDENT RESPONSES COMBINED

WITH TEACHWEESPONSES TO THE DEPARTMENT

LEVEL
(i) "IS" DIMENSION; 1974-1975

"Item 4 Factor 1 Factor 2 F'actor 3

IS 1

IS "2

IS 3

IS 4

IS 5

IS 6

IS 7

.64

.19

.72

.23

.01

.62

-,13-

-.20

-.39

-.37

.65

.70

.79

.09

' IS 8 .50 -.42 .65

IS 9' .74 -.29 .56

IS 10 .67 -.16 .57

:IS 11 .7B .48

IS 12 .38 -.69 .40

IS 13 7 .62 -.39 .55

IS 14 .63 -.27 .64

IS 15 .65 -.31 .62

'IS 16 .73 2 .01 :61

IS 17 .54 -.30 .70

IS 18 .67 -.27 .59

15'19 .16 -.3D -,43

IS 20 .59 -.44 .57

IS 21 .71 -.33' .55

IS 22 .73 -.36 .51

IS 23 .7B -.15 .47

IS 24 .77 -.3B .1B

IS 25 -c52 .54

IS 26, .60

IS 27 .67' .58

'IS 28 .6B -.35

IS 29, .57 -.26

IS lb .76 -.22

IS 31 :51 .7B

32 .78 -.19 .52

IS 33 .7B -.29 .47

IS 34 .77 -.40

IS 35 .B0 -.34

IS 36 .77 .22

IS 37 :59 -.43 .49

IS 38 .72 -.39 .49

IS 39 .62 .30

IS 4D .73 .ss

IS 41 -.613 '2:51

IS 42 .32

IS 43 .70 -.41 .34

IS 44 .56,

- IS 45 .72 -.29 .53

IS 4p .61 -.47 .51

1§, 47 .73 -.36 .50

Is 4p .66 .60

Is 49.

-Is

.64

.62

-.44

57

.49

.61,5b

IS 51 .67

.71'

. 28

.47IS 52

Eigebvalue: 41.30 1.93 1;213

Cumulative % of Eigenvalue: ,

.79 4.'4 .86
,

.

(1) princiial Component-Analysis with Varimix Rotation. Factors 'were'inCluded port

.the basis 'ol.exhibitingan eigenvalue gre'ater than'or equal to 1.00:

(2) The responses analyzed were the mean'Atuclent responses 4students.respondin9 to
their teachers) combined with the,ocan teachers response's (teachers responOing
to the'ir dcfartment he,pids) within A:Bchilo1:-each school being eq6a1ly weighted.
Nipety-five.schoOls wore jnc1udcI in the. ample. -

(37 Responses lo the eignt .distinct deparument categories were pooled.

k
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APPENDTX E-6
itUelp,STIC SURVEY for LEADERSHTP NPROVEMENT '

ROTATEDTM0R'MATRIX
(1)

; §TUDENT RESPONSES COMBINEO

WITH TWHEH RiSPONSES Tp THE DEPARTMENT
LEVEL , , "SHOULD BE" DIMENSION; 1074-1975

Factor 1 Factor .2 Factor 3 FactOr 4 Factor .5

SB 1

SB ,3
SB 4

SB 5.

SB 6

.72

.59

..64

.57

.49

.23

-.36 '

-.20
-.34
-.51

- :..14
.

c. -.25
-.35
-.41
-.19

-..21

-.16
-:35
-.42
-.47

.41

.19
,.84

SB 7 .51 -!55 -.26 .24 '

SB 8 .37 -.63 -.33 -.08 .34

SB 49 .62 -.35 ..22

,SB 10 .65 , .
-.4E, -.30 -.25 a .15

FR 11 -69 -.34 -.30 .30

"...a 12 .43 -.65 .35

SB 13 .62 -.41 -.03 .28

SB 14 .65 -.34 -.48 -.26 .11

SB 15 .59 -.51 -,37 -.34 .16

SB 16 .
.67 -.30 -.50 .02

SB 17 ..63 -.47,/ ;. -.39 -.19 .22/

SB 18 .,74' -.09

SB 19 .38 -.54 .05

SB 20 .58 -.47 -.03 .32

SB 21 .53 .-.28 -.54 --.17

'SB 22 .35 -.71 -04 .11 .

SB 23 .54 -.26 -.56 -.48 .09

se 24 .24
'4\

-.80 -.06 .07

sb 25 .53 -a.30 -.55 .33

SB 26 1 -.49 -.48 .26

SB 27 -.73 22
SB 28. .19 -.48 -.37 .33 .

SB 29 .49 -.56 -.46 .25

SB 30 -.57 -.37 ,.55 .11

SB 31 .51 -.55 .21

SB 32 ,60 -.51 -.39' -.38 .03

SB 33 .41 ,, -.57 -.49 .23

SB 34 .40 -.47 -.16 .16

SB 35' .35 r' -.37 .10

SB 36 -.41 .11

SB 37 . .33 . -.64 -.26 -.51 .18 .,

SB 38 .32 -.67 -.18 -.42 .29

SB 39 .47 . -.32 .17

SB 40 .41 .

-.57 ' .10

SB 41 .64 7.45 .17

SB 42 .11 -.76 -.11 . .06 .

SB a.34 -.64 -.45
.43

SB 44 .59 -42 -.39 ,15

SB 45 .36 ...21 -.23 .18

SB 46 , .49 .07

5B 4, .51 -.56,

.-.33

-.39 -.12 .25 ,

SB 40 - 51 + -.48 .08

SB 49 .32 -.77' -.27 -.09

SB 50 .43 -.76 -.27/ -- .04 4

5B 55
SB 52

-.84 i'

-.35
./

.

-.49

-.16 .07

..37

Eigcnvaludy 37.11 .
2.42 1.37

Cumulative.% of Eigenvalue;
/ .76 .79 .81

(1) Principal Component.Analysis with Vaiimax Rotation. Factors Were included

upon the basis:of:exhibiting an cigenvalUe greatet than or equal to 1,00.
;

(2) The responses analyzed were the.mean student r4spOnS'es (students resPonding" a

to.their teachers) combined with the mean teachers.responses (teachers.res-
ponding co their department heads) within a schOol--each school bei*equally

weight6d. Ninety-live schools were included* in the samplei-:
,4[41kW 1 .

(3) Responses to the cight'distirict,departmvnt categories were pooled.

1.27 1.07

153

164



APPENDIX E-7
DIAGNOSTIC.SURVEY for LEADERSHIP IMPROVEMENT

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX
(1)

: STUDENT RESP0NSES
(2)

TO THE
OVERALL-SCHOOL-PRINCIPAL LEVEL. "IS" DIMENSION; 1974-1975

I em * Factor 1 Factor 2- Factor 3 Factor 4

IS 1 .59 .46 .09 .51

IS 2 .35 . -80 .26 -.04

; IS 3 .24 - .81 .38 .16

IS 4 .63 .43 .17 ..55

IS 5 .40 .75 -.02 .35

IS 6 .33 .64 .12 .55

IS 7 .73 .41 .33 .30

IS 8 .52 .63 .37 .28

IS 9 ,
.26 77 .30 .40

IS 10 .63 .43 .48

IS 11 .58 .46 .45 ..30

IS'12 .75 .40 .13 .32

IS 13 .41 .22 .68

IS 14 .29 .42 .70

IS 15 .42 .48 .57

iS 16 .58 .14 .37 e- .62 ,.--

4s?

IS 17 .76
.
.35. .18 .42'

IS 18 .55 .33 .15 .67

iS 19 .48 .44 .47 .48

15,20 .51 .62 .34 . .41

IS 21 .43 .46 .36

IS 22 .63 r .50 .44 ,

IS 23 .46 .24 .56.
._,.. .

IS 24 .22 .72 .42 ,
IS 25 .20 .81-. .17

IS 26 .53 .52 .42

IS 27 .46 .49

IS 28 .52 .49 .32

IS 29 .49 .47 ,-":-..-30 .49

IS 30 .12
.

.34 ..----- -76 .11

IS 31 .50 .47, . .33
_

IS 32 .71 ..31

iS 33 .60 - .--,19 .41
---

.59 .

IS 34 .59 .47 .37
,....

IS 35. .27 :37- .48

IS 36 .69 :34 % ra3 .43,

,IS 37 .87 .22 . \ .26 .

iS 38 .75 .26 , ' '..30
.

.41

IS 39 .56
'1 .20 .38

IS;40 .68 .33 .31 .51,

IS 41 .69 .37 .14 -:52 --

IS 42 .65 .40 ,-:02 .47
,.

IS 43 .74- .28 .40 .36

IS 44 .68 .16 .55

IS 45 .66 AO .21 .52
.---.-"

IS 46 .57 --- .61 .13 .

, --

IS 47 .40 .40

'IS 48 ..d-".71 .40 .25 .40
-!

.

'IS 49 .56 .54 17 .42

IS 50 .65 .34 -.02 58

IS 51 .70 .34 .17
.

IS 52 .67 . .43 .4.
,

25='-

Eigenvilue: 40.29 2.36 1.32 1.12

Cumulative of Eigenvalue:
.77 .87

(1) Principal Component Ana1ysie=-01th:Varqmax RotatiOn. 'Tactors weie included.

upon the basis 'of%exhibIang-arrefgenvalpe greater\than_or,egual to 1.00.
-

(2) The respinses analyzed were themepnistudent rePponses within a school--

eactf-school being equally weighted. That is,.the school was thp,unit of

analysis. Ninety-five-sof:Pols were included.in the semple.*--
,

1"

10'



APPEntr,x E-8

-DIAGNOST16 sflUVRY for 1EADEHSH4P IMPROVLMENT

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX
(1)

: STUOMT RE5PON5E5 (2) TIIE

; OVERALL SCHOOL PR10CirAL LEVEL, "SHOULD DE" DIMiiiSION; 1974-1975

Facor. 1' FactUr 2' Factor 3' Factor 4 Factor 5 Wttor 6 Factor 7 Factor

S 13, 1 *

, SB 2

SB' 3
SB 4

SB 5

SB 6
SB 7

.

'SB 8

SB 9

SB 10
SB 11
SB 12
SB 13
SB 14

_SB 15.
SB.,...16--

SB 17
SB 18
SB 19
SB 20
SI3 21
SB 22
SB23

,SB 24
SB 25
SB 26
SB 27
SB 28

,S8 29
-SB 30
SB 31

:SB 32
SB 33
SB 34

'.58 35

SB 36
SB 37
SB 38
SB 39
SB 40
SB 41
SB 42
SB 43
SB 44
SB 45
SB 46
SB 47
SB 48
SB 49
SB 50
SB 51
SB 52

.06

.1%
.--.cis

.69

.45"......--

.20

.19

.05

.32

47
*67

___.03--
.11

,,,- 3 ..

.10

..42
.69

,

.72,

.10 ,

.ia

.64

.40

.81 .

.27

.171

.18
478.

.125 *

Jac)

./35

'MO
/56
161

170
159'

126
.75

175

:82

191

:74

176
:83

. :48

156

:56
.71

/72

.87

:77
, .

,

7.61

: .21

.13
.08

.21

.53

.29

.27

.15

.23

.39 .

---
J.83----

-36
. .79

.39

.26

.07

.74

.56
..42

.49

.07

.29

.16
-.07

: ::

.11

% .69

.61

.58
:42

.35

.59

.32
- .18

.46
.39

-.04
'.38

7..11
.27

.33

.58

..,ia
.

.n
...51

:26 ,

.

-_, 11

.15'

..09

.18
,

.07

:14

.44

.40

.09

.18

.26
........

- .;::'.16_.-

.59

.42

.09

.28
.49
-.01
.48

.39

.67

.47

.23

.76

.51

.37

.28

.15

.30

.14

.18

.03

.52

.27 i

.11 1

.01

-.39--
.12

-.11
-.07
.16
.18

-.01
.17
.23

-.11
.08

'-.11 .

-.01 [\

.50

.11

.10

.32

.18

.80

.26

.20

.09

.39 /

.68

.40

----.-2.6 -"

.11

.23

-.03
.11

143

.23

:08
/11

/. 08
I

1.01

/.14
/ .25

,
/ .09

l

, .12

/ '..17

,
.17

/ .06

22
.14

.14

.02

.08:

.25

.73. .

7-.08-
/.18

.10

.12

.04

.16
.

.13

.54

%.09 f -

.18

.14

.02 ..

.19

.

-.77
-.85 -
-.33
-.13
-.14
-.12

. -.20
-.72
-.16
-.14
-.02
T.19
-.18
-.28
-.13

-.22
-.03
--.02
-.11.8

...-05

- -.11
'-:.06

'7.27
-.12
-.19
-.16

.

-.16
,

-.10
-.25.,

-.15
-:13
-.25
-.18,

-.14
-,04

-.04
-.02
-.15
.02

-.05
-.07
-.12
-.21
-:06
-.02
-.20

-.P5
.01

--.07

.16

-.20
t-.z.i..02

-.I-2'

-.02
-.47
-.06 .

-.03 .

-.01
.13

.06

.04

.02

.05

.17

-.14
-.10
.01

-.10
-.15
:03

.19

.04 '

.12

:11

-.26

-.14.
-.25
-.13
-.45
-.21
-.21
.14
.01

--.03
-.13
.17

.06..

.04

-.06
.17

.28

.

.38

i

/

, .07
i

-.40 ,

-.13 I.14.' .03 /

-.28
-.03 I
-.09-/

.09/

.

-.10
711)....

-.53
-.12
-.18
-.64
-.10
-.66
-.33
-.67
-.13
-.09
-.06

, -.08
.-.13

---.10 I

-.05 ;

-.20 /

-.18 /

-.18/
-.11/

,

-.10
-.03
-.10

, -.06
.-.-1.1...

-.00
-.03
-.04

1

-.12
,=.21 ..

,-42 ' .4'

1-.08,..

. / --09,"

I -.24
, 1-.09

/ '-.07

/ -.06_
.03

,,,, -.11

'-.10
_7.11

7.02
-.14
.09

-.45
-.17

-.13

17. /

-.3i

.17

.06

.00
.10

-AO
:09

-1.23. .

; .39

.28
-.01

/

1 .00

/ -.03
.02

.66
. -.01

.23

.39

.15

.15

-.02
.22

.19

-.04
.15
.10

.

..65
-...

" .07 "

.15

-.05
'.11

.08

.09

-.11
.00

-.12 /
.

.06

.04

. .04
.06 ,

.16

.00
-.04
.06

-.05
-.08

.

-.03

Eigen 27.36' 5103 2:41. - 2:23 1.66 1.39/ 1:14 1.09

value: '1: z*,
,

Cumulativo.SIof Eigonvalbe: - -J

.67 .71 .74 .77- .79,,
.81

.- (1)
Princ1pa1 Component Analysis with VariXTuC Rotation. Factors were included upon the basis

of exhibiting an-oigcnvalue greater than or equal to'1.60.

I(2) The renponses analyzed wore the mean studbnt rc-sponses wiihin-a/school--cach school 'acing

equally-weighted. .That iSI, tho school wa the unit of analysis'. Ninoty-fivu schools

were included in tho sample. .



APPENOIX E-9
DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY for LEADERSHIP IMPROVEMENT

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX(1).: NOM-STUDENT RESPONSES(2) TO

OVERALL SCHOOL PRINCIPAL LEVEL, "IS" DIMENSION; 1974-1975

Item Factor. 1 Factor 2 FaCtor 3

IS 1 .32 .39 .73

/S 2 .45 .69

/S 3 .61 .54 .36

/S 4 .41 .40 .74

IS 5 .39 .37 .75

IS 6 .62 .42 .49

IS 7 .67 .49 .34

IS 8. .74 .37 .39

IS 9 .63 .28 .62

IS 10 .70 .51 .38

IS 11 .68 .34 .49

IS 12 .63 .36 .49

IS 13 .53 .42 .46

/S r4 .57 .45 .43

XS 15 .66 .20 .64

Li 16 .20 .58

IS 17 .41 .47 .70

IS 18 .57 .29 .63

IS 19 .79 .38 .33

/S'20 .67 .52 .39

/S 21 .76 .41 .38

/S 22 .73 .34 .45

/S 23 .83 .19 .34

IS 24 .67 .47 .36

IS 25 .59 .60

IS 26 .72 .21 .43

/S 27 .74 .40 .37

IS 28 .58 .58 .35

IS 29 .41 .69 .10

IS 30 .64 .36 .32

IS 31 .52 .51 .42

/S 32 .40. .30 .75

IS 33 .75 .27 .48

IS 34 .72 .35 .48

IS 35 .70 .40 .48

IS 36 .61 ..49 .35

IS 37 .45 .52 1 .57

IS 38 .49 .44. .59

IS 39 .68 .36

IS 40 .46 .45 .68

IS 41 .37 .67 .ss

IS 42 ,46 .52. .48

IS 43 .40 .24

I5 44 .20 .81 .36

/S 45 .49 .50 .61

/S 46 .60 .43 .57

IS 47 .62 .55

IS 48 .30 .84 .32

IS 49 47 .52 .58

IS 50 .20 .81 .39

IS 51 .60 .48 .46

IS 52 .61 .49 .52

Eigenvalue: 38.80 1.79 1.32

Cumulative of Eigenvalue:
.78 .81

.

(1) Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation. .Tactors were included
the basis.of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater'than.or'equal to 1.00':

.--"--

'(2) The responies analyzed were the mean non-student (teachers, department
heads, non-certified and other certified staff excluding the principal)
responses' within a school--each school being equally weighted. That is,

the school was-the unit of analysis. One hundred eighteen schools were
inju1cd 'in the sample.
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E-10

DI'AGNOSTIC SURVY for LEADERSHIP IMPROVEMENT

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX
(1)

: NON-STUDENT ,RESP0NSES
(2)

TO ,

OVERALL SCHOOL PRINCIpAL LEVEL, "SHOULD BE" DIMENSION; 1974-1975

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 FactOr 3 Factor 4 Factor 5, Factor 6 Facto'r 7 Factor. 8

SB 1 -.09 .33 .14 .27 -.13 -.67 -.06

SB 2 -.11 .09 .27, .35 -.54 -.38 .07

SB 3 -.30 .27 .36 .10 -.39 -.32 -.00 ..18

SB 4 -.13, .37 .23 .19 -.22 -.66 -.17 .20

SB 5 -.02 .23 .33 .08 .00 -.21 .--.73 ' .07'

SB 6 -.27 , .28 -,57 .15 -.29 -.24 -.07 .07

SB- 7 -.03.; .04 i .49 .28 -.46 -.10 -.20 .02

SB 8 -.18 .25 .61 .08 -.49 -.09 -.09 .01

SB. 9 -.15 .34 .35 .39 -.39 -.29 .05 .06

SB 10 -.47 .19 .413 .13 -.42 .10 -.26 .11

SB 11 -.67 .11 .45 .20 -.27 -.11 .09 - .02

SB 12 -.28 :23 .70 .03 -.05 -.05 -.39 ,10

-SB 13 -.11 .23 .48 .32 -.40 -.03. .09 .14

SB 14 -.02 .31 ':., .59 .34 -.14 -.30 -.11 .12

SB 15 -.23 .28 .21 .56 -.33 .-.15 .06 .16

SB 16 .08 .30' .21 -.14 -.15 .-.10 .07

SB 17 -.09 .22 .20

e.67

.43 -.22 -.36 -.16 .32

SB 18 -.14 :30
,:,.09 t .74 -.24 -.17 -.09 .08

SB 19 -.03 .22 .23. .19 -.80 .01 -.03 -.02

SB-20 -.15 .29 .37 .22 -.56 . -.13 -.03

SB 21 -.14 .20 .22 .23 .01

SB 22 7:23 .13 .05 .07 -.79 ,-.27 .00 .11

SB 23 -.19 .20 .05 .29 ---.57 -.19 .01 .51

SB-24 -.15 .14 .05 .07 7.74/ -.18 -.09 ..25

SB 25 -.24 .42 .29 ..28 -.41 1-.17 .02 .12

SB 26 -.29 .29 .18 .36 -.40 ...20 .00 e35

SB 27 -.05 ."'.16 .17 .15 -.82 .03 -.09 .20

SB 28 -.09 .34 .18 .il -.56 -.02 -.23 .14

SB 29 -,09 .23 .14 , .32 -.45 -.05 -.14 .57'

SB 30 -.10 .16 .08 148 -.46 -.01 -.05 .51

SB 31 -.02 .42 .06 /.37 -'.47 -.16

SB 32 -.17 .52 .24 .20 -.09 --:722------
7::y3 .32

SB 33- -.17 .51 .20 .30 -.53 -.16 -.05 .17

Sil 34 -.14 .23 .23 .23 -.71 -.19 .07 .15

SB 35 -.11 .26 .15 .11 -.70 -.21 .12 .11

SB 36 .01 '.43 .16 .15 -.62 .05 -.06 .29

SB 37 -.05 .48 .26 -.01 -.47 1-.07 .10 .38

SB 38 -.69 .27 .25 -.08 -.21 -.08 -.09

SB 39. -.12 .26 .04 -.01 -.61 -.01 .01 '.52

SB 40 -.08 .63 .32 .19 .-.18 .-.29 -.17 .18

SB 41 -.22 .66 .20 .29 -.27 -.26 -,15 .15

SB '42 -.34 .63 .10 .29 - -.29 -.14 .01 .18

SB 43 .02 .68 .26 "..02 -.26 -.16 -.13 .20

SB 44, -.18 .67 .12. .40 .-.20 -.11 -.15 .10

SB 45 -.16 .68 .08 .40 -.24. !.: 29 -.11
1

.16

SB 46 -.52 .53. . -.00 .14 -.28 b-.29 -.10 .07

SB 47. -.12 .69 .21 .17 -:50 .10 -.03 .00

SB 48
....,_

-.19 .67 .22 .22' -.25 -.16 -.30 ,02 ''..,

'

...:7-"IL------'---ur---.
.01

SB 50 -:56 .42 .04 -.06

SB 51' -.17 .45 . -.00 .10 -.52 -.25 -.26 .11

SB 52 -.08 .54 .25 ..30 -.48 -.07 -.06 .03

Cumulative A of Eigenvalue:
.50

Eigenvaluc:
25.983

.56

--3.268

.60

2.046 .

.63

1.648

.66

1.219

.68

1.056

-":72

1.0071.017
,.

(1) Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation. Factors were included up-4W: the basis

of exhibiting an eigenvaluegreater than or'equal to 1.00.
.

(2) The responses analyzed were the mean non-student (teachers, department heads, non-cer-

tified and ottter certified staff-excluding the princ-rpal) responses within a school--

each school being equally weiqhted: -.That is, the school.Vas the unit of.analisis.

One hundred eighteen sghoolS Were inciUded in the sample:

1G8
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Ani'mprx c-11
DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY for LEADERSHIP IMPROVEMENT

ROTATED FACTOR-MATRIX-- OMR CERTIFIED STAFF(2;.:PONSES
TOOVERALC SYSTEM LEVEL LI) DIMENSION: 1974-1975

IteM t Factor 1, Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor, 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7. ----

1 .12 -.45

IS 2

IS 3

IS 4

IS 5

IS 6

IS 8

IS 9

IS 10
IS-11
IS 12
IS 13
IS 14

'IS 15
IS 16
IS 17
IS 18
IS 19
IS 20
IS 21-
IS 22
IS 23
IS 24
/S 25
IS 26
IS 27
IS 28
IS 29
IS 30
IS 31
/S 32
IS 33
IS 34
IS 35
/S 36
IS 37
IS 38
IS 39
iS 40
IS 41
IS A2

n, IS 43
IS 44
IS 45
IS 46
IS 47
/S 48
IS 49.

IS 50
/S 51-
IS 52

---,30
.43

.37

.38

.25

.40

.20

.24

:04

.35

.59

.57

.66

.66

.36

.45

.22

.65

,.25
.55

.19

,2C
.27

. ..36
.48

.36

.15

,43

.53
.67,

.43

.47

.26

.17

.03

.40

.46

.51

742

.54

.37

.63

-.45

-.28
-,32

-.12
-.50
-.18
-.55
-.44_
-.62
-.50
-.25
-.24
-.30

-.05
-.27
-.26
-.15.

-.28
-.27
-.18
-.33
-.17
-.36
-.21
-.30
-.12
-.20'
-.44
-.41
-.13
-.58
-.62
-.48
-.15
r.74
-.46
-.52
-.51

-.39

-.28
-.35

.14 - -.15

.24 .09- _-=.48 -.01

.08 .36
-",....13-----

-.38 -.20

.13 -,:.--.33 -.27 -.14
,--''-

52 ,..--- -,25-- -.32 -.09

.32 ----=-.44 -.26 -.07_ -------

.12 -.03.------- -.33

.10 ---:36 -.13

.27 .58 -.32 -.28 -.14

.08 .33 -.25 -.33

.18 .39 -.41 -.35 -.42

.09-- .25 -.18 -.37 -.17

.20 .18 -.07 -.78

.08 . .10 --.13 -.16

.24 .43 -.46 -.08 -.27

.27 .07 -.08 -.13 -.12

.05 .29 -.34 -.28 -.14

.16 .73 -.13 -.12

.43 -.22

.21 .18 -.28

.29_ .19 -.20 -.18 -.19

.34 -.24* -.16

.19 ------=169 -.05 -.09

----.3.4.----- -.40 -.01 -.13

.26 ..,...--.18 -.21 -.35 -.23

.10 .20 -.63 -.31 4.34

.23 .29 -.25 -.07 -.21

.62 .09 -.28 -.42

.49 .01 .01 .02

.38 -.07 .04

.64 .40 -.13 -.23

.22 .48 -.06 -.37 -.21

.28 .27 -.64. -.13 -.18

.25 -.02 -.47

.17 .31

.75 .18 -.17 -.28 -.06

-.11 .11 -.19 -.25 -.40

.02 .09 -.19 7.46\

.13 .19 -.22 _---.:32

.10 -.28,---- -.19 -.15 't

.11 ..-----:20 --r35 -.13 -.03 ',

:..26 -.17 -.01

----:-1-9 -13 -.79 -.14 s

.12 .16 -.09 .00 -.19

.24 .51 -.13 -.04

.19 .29 -.26 -.34 -.01

.05 .18 -.41 -.20

.18 -.09 -.32 .00

.27 .12 -.23 .03

.29 .09 -.12 -.15 -.07

.18 .30 ----r...19 -.02

-.00 .25- -.25 -.39 .03
--

'-. .

Eigen- 29.24 2.04 .1.69 1.52 1.33 1.:25 1.42 _.---

value:.
.

Cumulative t of Eigenvalue:
.56 .60 .63 .66 .69 .71 .73

.
,

(1) Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation. Factors were included upon the

basis of exhibiting an eigenValue greater than or equal. to 1.00. . 1.

_-.

(2). The responses analyzed were \the mean oiher certifief; staff (princiPal, asst. principal,

counselor and librarian) reskenses within the cheol--cach, school being equally

weighted. One hundred eighteen schools were included in the sample.'

(3) The overall system levef reflects the lealiership pattern of the person and his staff

directly above the principal.

-

-
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Item 0 F

APPENDIX
OIACNOSTIC SURVEY for LEADERRHIP,IPROVEMENT

(1; (2)
ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX :_,WEER_C:::RTIPik.D.S.TAPP.._ RESPONSE:,

TQLTREI-OVERFCELMYSTEM'iiVEL'-', "v./xi= BE" DIMENSTON: 1974-1975

F-2 F-3 F-4 F-7 P-8 F-9 F%-10 F-11

,

SB 1 .16 -.14 53 34 L .11 -.20 .29 '7.20 -.23 -.10 .19

SB 2 .45 .18 :21 .10 .47 -.07 .47. -.25 -.07. -.08 .01

SB 3 :16 11 ,95 .28 -.00 -,14 .73 -.07 -.11 .16 .13-

SB 4 .11 .%5 .03 :30 .03 ° .01 .39 .-.37 -.24 .12 :41

SB 5 .06 ..'s .13 .76 .14 , -.04 .05
. .

-:02 -.07 .09 .20 :

SB 6 .14 .22 .19 .4 .57 -.06 .2? -.11 '-',20 '. .c.,..)- -.oi .

SB- 7 .21 .16 .CT -.08 442, -.22 ,E4 -.02 -.09 .06 -.12. . .

SB 8 .26 .34 -.27 .11 .14 -.08 .12 -.07 7.16 . 29

SB '9 .34, ,44 .28 ..1.0 .25 -.32 .14 .07 .7.24 .11 ..31

SB 10 .36'.. .26 -.10 ''.:28 .04 -.62 .12 -.06 .11 .29 -.01 -

SB 11 . .26\ .22 .04 -.C5 .22 -.47 .42 '-.16 4.32 .19 .18 .

,

SB 12 .14 l, .14 .05 .44 .37 -.2,5 .22 -:34 . .-.25 .19 -.12

SB 13 .04 .33 -.07 .08 . .26 -.21 .15 -.09,.. .7.09 ,67 .04

SB 14 .53 .31 .04 .26 -.01 -.07 . .05 -.08 -,17 :44 .13

SB 15 .16 , .40 .19 ,14 .22 .11,- .10 .19 7=.31 .43 .33

SB 16 .15 \.21 .74 .11 .10 -.07 .04 -.09 -.09 .06 .12
/

SB 17 :28- \.21 .11 .16 .17 -.32 .10 7.47 -.42 .09

SB 18' .02 '.35 .08 .07 .14 -.06 .11 -.09 -.75 -.10 .02
.

SB 19 .15 .76 .14 .34 v12 -.15. .03 -.05 -:12' .22 .04

SB 20 .15 .37. ..18 .00 .22 -.03 .10 -.29 ,-.36 .52 / .20

SB 21 .04. .71 .28 .10 .14 -.17 .20 -.28 -.04 .25 -.01

SR 22 -.16 .41, .47 .00 .24 -.27 .35 .11 -.15 .13 -.01

SB 23 .21 .61 .12 .03 .39 .06 .30 -.14 -.19 .08 .08

SB 24 .22 :.68 .18. :10' .12 -.10 .28 7,27 -.07 .06 .07

SB 25 .25 '.63 .03 .20 .40 -.11 .04 -.16 -.28 .02 -.02 \

SB 26 .04 .75 , .04 .02 .25 -.21 7.13 .21 -.409 .15 .14

SB 27
sp,28

.41

.18

.54.

.27,

.09

.19

-.09
,.11

.29

.61

-.07
-.05

.25

.25

-.24
-.24

.02

-.20,

.11,

-.02
.19
.24

.SB '9 .31 .30 .45 .13 .25 -.15 :-.09 7:21 .00 , .30 ', .18

SB 30 .36 .42 .08 -.04 ,33 -.16 'Al -.50 .11 .14 .21

SB 31 .28 .30 .08 .03 .66 -.07 -.lb 7i20 7.23 .15

SB 32 .57 .22 .25 .08 , .36 -.16 '.20 -.18 -,..14 .08 -.12

SB 33 .25 ,60 .21 .07, .24 -.18 .26' -.26 -.28 4 .08 .02

SB 34 .17 .35 .27 -.12. .54 .1..18 .29 -.32 -.17 .22 .02

'SB 35 .12 .36 .26! -,:18! .53 -.21 .29 .03 -.07 .29 .28

',SB 36 .16 .31 .07 :14', .74 -.27 .04 -.11 -.08 .10 .09

:SB 37 .02 .17 .26 .12 i .34 -.73 .12 -.02 -.05 -.03 .18
.

SB 38 .34 .18 , .07 -.05 / .23 -.61 .06 -:37" -:18'' "--:07--. --.03-. ..,...__..... ______
....... ...........

'613 39 .12 .11 ,.38 -.03, .13 7,.56 .43 -.05 -.14 .19 .20

SS 40 .75 .22 .24 .13 .16 7:01, .11 -.09 -.09 -.04 .21

SB 41 .08 .21 .31 .22 .30 -.10 .17 -.54 -.18 - .15 .27

,SB 42 .22 .23 .02 .34 .57 -.19 .10 .05 -.14 .21 .29

SB 43 .18 .11' .19 .16 .54 -.20 .20 .04 .08 .37. .17

SB 44 -.47 .09 .26 .19 .18 7.20 ..0. 7,18 -.08 .07 .73

SB 45 .41 .10 .12 .24 .04 -.16 .05b5 -.52 .09 .42

SB 46 .50. .12 .06 .06 .35 -.19 .15 ,!...01 '-:50 .04 .33

S13.47 .58 .31 -.09 .10 .25 -.29 .26 -.10 .-.10 .04 .8
SB 48 .53 .06 .12 -.00 .27 -.11 .28 -.20 -.41 '.19 ,.<24

SB 49 .43 .08 .28 .12 .22 -.20 .16. -.23 -.21 .47 -.05

SB 50 .44 .05 .11 .14 .30 -.28 .13 -.03 -.61 .21 .02
a

SB 51 .23 .17 .04 .18 .58 -.36 .06 -.02 -.30 .35 -.01

SB 52 .67 .15 .08 7:05 .27 -.35 .15 V .00 -.13 .24 -.01

*F.Factor
Eigenvalue:

23.76 2.51 2.03 1.98 ,.1.64 1.54 --1.37 1.31 1.21 1.11 1,00

..Cumulative % of Eigenvalue:
.46 .51 :54 .58 .61 .64 .69 '.:72 .74 7 .76 .

(1) Principal component Analysis with. Varimax 'Rotation. -Factors were included upon the.
basis of exhibiting an eigenvalue greater than or equal-to 1.00. ,

(2)-The-responses-ana1yzed were-the-mean-other-certified staff4Orincipal....esst._prinr
;

cipel, counselor and librarian) responses within'the school--each ichool being.

equally weighted- Onu_hundrea_eightl'Pu whools-wura-lncinaud-in-the-samiale.

^ (3) The overall system level reflects the leadership pattern of.the-person andhis
staff directly above the principal.
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APPENUIX'E-13
DIAONONTIC SURVEY for LEAMMTP. /MPROVEMENT

. ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX
(1)

: STUDENT RESPONSES TO SUBJECT AREA!.
OR DEVARTMENTLEVEL COMBINED WITH NON-STUDENT AFSPONSES TO OVERALL SCHOOL
OR PRINCIPAL LEVEL-cot-119p WITH OTHER CERTirISD STAFF TO OVERALL SYSTEM

. LEVEL , "IS" DIMENSION , 1974-1975

Item' II Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

IS. 1
IS 2

IS 3.

IS 5

IS 6

IS 7.

IS.' 8

is ,p
IS lo
Is 11

:-I5 12
XS 13
IS 14
IS 15
IS 16
IS 17
IS 18
IS 19
25,20
IS 21
IS 22
IS 23
IS 24
IS 25
IS 26
IS 27
IS 28
IS 29
IS 30
IS 31
IS 32
IS 33
IS 34
IS 35
IS 36
IS 37
'IS 38

,ISL39
IS 40
IS 41
IS 42
IS 43
IS 44
IS ,45

IS 46
IS 47
IS '48 .'

IS 49
IS 50
Is 51'

IS'52

.35
.56
.62

.48
.58

.76

.65
.72

.45

.68

.54

, .68
.43
.42

.53

-.37
.5b
.47

.62

.71

.65

.65

.44

.62

.66

.44

.63

.35

.29

.39

.25

.24

.47

.69
, .59

.34

.63-

.75

.50

.53

.47

.49

.118

.46

.66

.71

;43

.37 /

.70

68 ,

7.60
-.20
-.46

-.37
-.01
-.30
-.40
-.67
-.42
-.63
-.25
-.50
-.47
-.58
-.74
-.53
-.65
-.52
-.30
-.42
-.47

-.41
,-.43

-.66
-.44
-.49
-.32
-.29
-.64
-.74

-.31
-.57'
-.38

-.24
-.50
-.34
-.18
-.34
-.36
-.54
-.34
-.32
-.30
-.24

-.24
-.24
-.36

.55

/ -.29
-.21

-.20 ,

1-.43
/ -.33
-.45

-.33
-.19
-.26
-.20

-.19
-.31
-.18
-.22
-.33
-.32
-.20
-.32

-.19
-.34

-.37
-.10
-.53
7.58
=.49

-,521;

- 6- 41

-.43

.15

.44

.28
..15
-.01
.17

.35.

.27

.23

.23

.23-

.10.

.18

..34

.27

.18

.11

.30

.38

.40

.32

.39 .

.35

.22

.33

.36

.56

.59'

.61

.48

.21

.43

.40

.32

.57

.07

.15.

.26

.23

.43
..27
.25
.24
.27

.26,

.37

.32

47
.22

.24

Eigenvalue: 35.05 2.01 11.38

Cumulative 11 of Eigenvalue:
/

.71 .76 . /

(1) Principal Component Analynis with Varimax Rotation. Factors were includ /Upon

the basis of exhibiting ameigenValUe greater tlian or equal to 1.00.,
/ .

(2),Theie combinations were decided upoil because siudents are primarily sub ect tc

teacher leadership influence; non-students to/Principal leadership in uence: and

other certified staff-to superintendent leadcirsbip influence. .

q
/

(3) Because the school is the unit oranalysis,/the responses analyzed were the mean

responses within a sChoof--each school being equally weighted. 0 e hundred

eighteen .schools were included/in the iample.
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APPENDIX E-14
DJACNOs.7.:C. SURVEY for LEADERSHIP IMPROVEMEWP

ROTATED-FM:70R MATRIX'-': 'STUDENT RESPONSES TO SUBJECT AREA
OR DEPARTMENT LEVO:COMBINED WITH-NON-STUDENT RESPONSES TO OVERALL.SCHOOL
OR PRINCIPAL LEVEL (901N1,.D WIT!! OTHER CERTIF.& STAFF TO OVERALL SYSTEM

LEVEL ', "SH ULD BE" DIMENSIOW ', 1974-1975
.

Item # Factor 1 Factor Z FaCtor 3 actor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factbr 7
. ,

SB 1 .72. -.22 .18 -31-\ .28 .00 /7.13

58 2 .46 -.49 .27 -. 39. .33 -.17 /

SB 3 .42 -.29 -.39* ,NN.39 .08 .32

SB 4 .58* -.27 .08 .41

58 5 .66* -.03 .15 -.05 N2 .30 d .10

SB 6 .19 -.32 .51* -.09
\\,,.

.11

SB 7 .22 -.36 .12 -.54* .29 -.01 .29

SB. 8 .11 -.43 .22 -.19 .33 .27

SB 9 .29 .21 -.17 .11 \\,.,.36 .53*

SB 10 .36 .07 -.42. .26 .41 .40

,se 11 .23 ' -.28 .13 -.50* .26 .24\ .45

SB 12 .41. -.15 .21 -.26 .59 .26-\ .22

SB 13 .21 -.35* /25 .12 .58 \ .20 '

58 14 .51* -.32 ' .68 -.12 .15 .36

sa,15 .51* .07 .39 .29

SB 16 .80* -.:23/ .08 -.29 .01 .16 s-,09

SB 17 .62* .16 -.24 .23 .16 :33

SB 18 .53* 760 .22 -.04 .14 .26 .30,

SB 19 .32 - 67*/ -
.13 -.11 .13 .39 .14'

SB 20 .32 -.15 .16

SB 21 .27 .11 -.24 .14 . .28

SB 22 .97//7 -.58 -.44. .05 '0 .12 .10

SB 23 .48

SB 24 40 -.81* .10 -.13 .16 .03 .17

SB 25 /c19 -060* .38 .01 .22 24- /.27

SB 26 // 47. -.47 .20 -.17 .43, .18

SB 27 .22', - *.71 .18 -.24 .05 -.03 34*

58 28/ .33 -.19 .25

SB ;9 .51 -.43 .35* -.22 .14 .12

S8730 .44 -.53* -.01 .05 .25

SB 31 .41 -.41 .52* -.13 .06 .28

/13 32 .66* -.26 -.34 .12 .13 .32 '

SB 33 .44 -.59* .21 -.24 .18 .18 .29

SB 34 .25 -.59* .38 .07

SB 35 .24 -.52 .38 -.46* -.03
.

.19 .22

SB 36 .22 -.26 .13 .11 .19

SB 37 .48 .32 . -.58* .09 .21 .11

SB 38 '.36 -.20 .20 - -.46* .18 .38

SB 39 .31 -.30 .19 .02 .09 .17

SB 40 .64 -.29 .14 -.19/ .09 .03 47*

SB 41 .63* =.32 -.121 .22 .07 .21

SB 42 .34 .55* /444 .22 .33

SB 43 .34- -.27 .46* / -.41 .06 4.21 .22

SB 44 .65* -.19. .27 // -.18
4

.04 .08 .31

SB 45 .53 -.18, ' .29 / -.05 .06 .14 .56*

SB 46 .40 -.22 .36// -.20 .06 .64*

SB 47 .30 -.39 .20 .13 .06 .61*

SB 48 .55 -.23 ,24 .10 .05 .55*

SB 49 .45* -.23 -.32 .14- .18 .37

SB 50 .46 7.02- ,35 -.25 .22 .51*

SB 51 .14

///.30

.63* -.31 .34

SB 52 -.28 / .24 -.40 .01 .a7 .56*

Eigen- 29.58
values
Cumulative % of Eigenvalbes:

.57 . 2

1.271.41 -1.15 ' 1.08

,

.64 .67 .69 .71 .73

a (1) Principal Componeq nalysis with Varimax Rotation. Factors were included upon

the basis of exhifoi ing an eigenvalue greater than or equal to 1.00.

(2) These Combinatio/ps were decided upon because st'udepts are'primarily subject to
teacher leadehf influence: non7students to'principal leadership influence; 'and

)1

other certified s aff to supetiptendent leadership influence...
,

(3)°8eciuseth2/school is the unit of analysis, the responses analyzed were the mean

responses ithilra school--eaCh school being equally weighted. One hundred

eight,en schools were fncluded.in tt sample.

.1.00

161

172



APPENDIX E-15

Factor4.Analysis
Student to Department Level (TeachersY

' combined with
Non-Student to Ovetall,School Levier (Principal)

combined wifh%--
Other Celitified Staff to-Over...afi,School System Level

DSLI Principal COmponent Analysis withyarimax Rotation

These combinations were decided upon because students
are primarily subject to teacher-leadership/influence; non-
students to principal leadership influence;fand, other
certified staff to _superintendent leadershiio influence.

FACTOR 1- 18.
CONFIDENCE AND TRUST (14)*

1. Yourileaders have faith
and frust in you.,

.72

4. Your leaders work with
you in such a way that
you like to do what they
expect you to do.

.58
1

5. YouJiave faith and
truSt in your leaders.

, .66

12. True and complete infor-
\, mafion is used,to rate

what.you and your peers
do

14. Leaders are told
they should know
an open way by
ones who.are invc:J.vod.

.41'

what.

15. you feei cloSe to
Your leaders.

You feel friendly with
your leaders.

26. You share youproblems
with your-leaders.

53

.47

32--) Your leaders support
am, back you up.

.66

41. Needed work gets done .

because.of,the way your
leaders and peers work.
together.

.63

YoUr peers accept what .

is expected,of them.
65/-

49. Your leaders share.with
you most of the infor7,,,--
mation you need or_yant.

.45



4 FACTOR 2-

"7:',\

COMMUNICATION

You know how thingsiare\
.Lfrom yoUriIdaders'

\ point ofriew.NJ

APPENDIX E-15
(continued)

(10)

. 35

19. Your or-your peers can
bring about changes'in
policies.

20. Ideas for ways to
improve things come
from all cOnceined.

.67

.47

21. Your or, your,peers can
help change.how things
are done.

.75

You share your feelings'
with your leaders.

24. iYou are able
things.

.

improve

.80
.

-21 Your leaders show that
work .done by you and
your peers is impor-
tant

. 60

30. You and your peers tell
it "like it is" to your
leaders.

. 53

33. You communicate -with
leaders:to help improve
things.

. 59

34. Your leaders try to get
your ideas.

. 59

FACTOR.3-.
CONTROL (8),

6. ,YoUr leaders use what
: they know about mhow:
You,are doing to help
you improve..

. 51

28. Your leaders provide
chances. fOryou to work
with your Peers in
frieridlylvays4

29. Those not in charge
show as much concern
about a job being done
as do leaders:

. 35

'31. You have the-chance.to
show concern Tor 'others-.

. 52

36. You are encouraged_to
give help to othets to
make things better.

. 64

42. Your leaders try to get
you to reach high goals.

.55

You take part in judging
your performance.

.46

51. Information .on what you
do and how well you do
it is used to help solve
prdblems.

43.

174
163

. 63



APPENDIX E-15,
(continued)

FACTOR . -
DECISIONrMAKING (10) :

2. Teamwork is used to
improve 'things,

.39

3. You or your peers can
take part in improving
things.

; .39

7. Decisions are made,
through -Eeamwork.

10.-; You or your peers take
a,part in making deci-
sions which affect you.

. 42

11. Your leaders know -how
it is from your point
of view.

..50

22 When yOur,leaders:
know your ideas they
try to use'them.

. 44'

.1 'Your leaders.use your
help to solve a common
problem.

. 46__

,37. Decisions are,made by
those close to the'
Problem source.

.58

The people whO make
decisions which affect
you are aware of the
things you face.

39. You or your peers
influence what happens
to you.

.68

FACTOR .5-
INTERACTION-INFLUENCE (10)-

Your leaderS discuss
with you.or your peers
ways, to improVe .things..

,

.9. Your leade'rs. treat-yOU
in ways which make you
feel important.-

.53

27. You-or your peers'can
help bring about changes
in what is done.

.34

.40. Decisions are made in
such a way that you do
not mind carrying them
out.

.47

45. Your leaders work with
you and your keers in
friendly ways.

.56

46. Your leaders use what 7
they "find out" to make
thingS,better.

- .64(
_ _

47. thingS are organized,So
that yoU or yOur peefs\
Can 'help make decisions.

48. Most_ail Work together !
tO get the job done.

5 . Most all get tlong well
and-help eaCh other..

..51

52. The leaders work with
their peersand people
below them to make the
decisions.

164.

.56



Mean and Standard Deviations
,of Is and Should J3e Dimensions

and Intensity Scores
by Item,,
-



Means ãri"d Standard.Deviations of
Is And Should Be-Dimensidna,

.
:.and Intensity tcores, by Item

'for All ResPonses to th Overa3.1 ,School
n = 118

.Is Dimension

Item IF Mean

Should Be Dimension

Mean S.D.

Level

-IIntensitY SCore

/Mean S.D.

1 4?,.95 .566 3.59 .268_ 113.90 2.015
2 2.48 410 3.35 .237 ,/ 4.97 1.593
3 2.51 -.458 3.38 .243 ,/ 5.01 1.615
4 2.62 .552 3.47 .278 / 5.00 ,1.973

5 2.86 ..483 3.63 4.85 2.092
6. 2.44 .406 3.40 .217 5.48 1.766
7' 2.30 424 3.27 .217 5.31 1.659
8 2.40 3.32 .275 5.13 1;870

, 2.38 .556 3.32 .281 5.13 1.821
10 2.30 .447 3.21 .331 4.93 '1.741

11 2.29 -.509 3.80 .287 5.55 1.875
12 2.51 .439 3.46 .325 5.54 2.209
13 2.40 3.25 .260" 4.74 1.487 '

14 2.39 3.35 .311 5.45 1.520
15 2.26 .578 3.13 .384 4.49' 1.620
3.6 2.73 .801 3:26 .441 2.78 -866
17 2.52 :523 3.47 .302 5.51 1.804

2.78 .588 3.44 .314 3.85 1.795
19 2.14 :.459 3.07' .271 1.607
20 2.35 ,449 3.38 .235 1.831
21 2.18 .451 3.16 .245 5.12 1.545.
-22 2.24 .433 3.02 .227 3.99 1.613
23 2.20 ,50P 2.95 .353 3.76 1.288
24 2.18 .398 3.10 .228 0 4.74 1.569
25 2.52 .495 3.36 .270 4.81 1.862 ,

'26 2.16 .539 2.92 .382 3.71 1.224'
2.14 .419 3.06 .243 4.65 1.501

28 2.58 .522 3.27 .283 3.84 1.644
29, 2.35 .377 3.20' .269 4.68 1.499 ,

30- 2.42 .419 3.30 .255 4.95 D

31 2.70 :527 3.32 .284 3.55 1.615
32 '2.66 .673 3.50 .341 4.83 2.175_

33 2.44. .534 3.34 .275 4.99 1.624
.34 2.2,8 .469 3.24 .245 5.12 1.691
35 2.26 .494 3.14 .277 4.59 1.549
36 2.46 .460' 3.22 .242 4.13 . 1.624

2.46 .407 .276 4.85 1.719
38' 2.32 .447

,3.32
3.40 .301 6.12 1.958

!

I

.39 2.37 .337 3.18 :252 4.44 1.575 !

2.40 3.33 .320 5.16_ 1.769'
41 2.48 .535 N. 3.44 .286 5.44 2.0,13

42 2.79 .440 3.50 .241 4.39 1.760
437
44

2.47
2.50

.570

.472
1.33
3.31

.311 4..75

.317 4.62
's 1.878
1.419

45 2.77 .584 3.52 265 4.46 2.189
46 \ 2.55 .499 3.42 .285 5.01 1.844
47 2.31\ .467 .3.32 .241 5.55 1.697
48" \ 2.53 .516 3.44 .294N 5.29 1-944
g9

0

2.57
2.69 .

491
529

3.0
3.53

.271 5.26

.264 5.03
1.858.
2.021,

2.42 .419 3.32 ,
52 2.45 :468 3.38 .242 -----5.31 1.902
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Means and Standard Deviation's Of
- Is apd Should Be Dimensions,

-and Intensity Scores, By Item for-Students' Responses
to the Overall School (All SchOols Combined) ,

Item

Is Dimenion .

Mean S.D. .

1
2

3

4 .1

5
6

-2.37.
2.24
2.'14

2.12
2.50
2.27

.355
;306
.290
.350
,342
:303

/
2.06 .362

8 2.03 .339

9 1.86 .290

10 1.96 -273
'1/1 1.84 .306
12 2.26 .318
13 2.07 .210
14' 2.04 .291
15 1.76 .323
16 1.82 .351
17 2.03 .329.

18. 2.22 .348
19 1.8a .307
20 2.05 .305
21 1.84 .299
22 . 1.88 .288
23% 1.71 ..264

24 1.87 .307
25 2.13 .286
26 1.66 .305
27 1.83 .320
28 2.10
29 .

-2.07-- .24a
30. 2.10 .247
31 2.16 --.227
'32---- 1.98 .348

1.95 .342
34 1.93 -,283
35 1.85
36 2.10 .*:126

37 2.19 , .309

38 1.98 .330
39 2.19 .253

40 1.94 .344
Al 2.06 .339
42 2.50 .308
43 2.00 .338
44 2.03
45 2.22 . .347
46 2.16
47 1.98 .309
48 2.13 .36_5-7

49 2.11-- -280
50 .334

r 2.15 .328,
52 2.12 .361

n d='95,

Should Be Dimension Intensity Score.

Mean ///e.,D. Mean S.D.

n

172
.158

3:16 .169
/3.20 .196
3.39 .210
3.27 '.201
3.12 .170
3.1J . .242
3.05 .169
2.92, , .206
3.09 .257 6.14
3.20 4279 5.14
3.03 .208 4.90
3.06 .205 5.20

5.21 1.771
4.82 1.283
5.35 1.495
5.64 1.627
5.14 1.684
5:45 1.564
5!44 1:378
/5.65 1.638,

/' 5.75 1.436
4.69 1.540

-205
2:76
3.17
3.13
2.88
3.21
2.98 .

.255
230

:.209
.219-
.248

2.91 .184
2.62 .249
2.98 2,0,8

3.141 .214
2.56 .267
2.91--- .209
3.05 .247
2,98
3:09 Z202-
3.07 .208
3-12 ,187
3.07 :198
3.05 .200
2.91
3.03 .190
3.05 .188 .

3.16 .261
2.99 .216

- .

3.02 .206
3.16 .208
3.31 .205
3.03 .210
3.01 .243
3.27 .205
3.17 .195
3.13 .179
3.16 .208
3.23 .219
3.30 .189
3.14 .222
3.20 .203

, .

4.43
4.25
5.87

' 4.78

1.749
2,171
1.142
1.2154

-1%364
1.577
1.376

5.05 -1.329
6.01 1.802
5.43 -1.297
4.89 1.187'.
3;92 1.005

, 5.33 1.483
5.30 , 1.595
3.78, .835
5,05 1.244
4.91- 1.223
4.59
5.15 ;1.465
4.74 '1.149
573 1.570
5.55 1.372
5.56 1.524
4.97 > 1.265
4.71' '1.345-
4'.44 1.304
6.03 2.006

/ 418 ,:'-' 1.290
5.24 1.606
5.70 1.849
4.67 1.420 .

' 5.13 1.367"

5.72 -i.766
5,33 1.442
5.84 -1.441'
5.37 1;7a6
5.66 1:561
5.70 /.1.550
5.19/ 3%538, -

569 1763

.>



4.>

Means and Stancrird beviations of
Is and ShO-Uld Be.Dimensions,

and Intensity Scores, by Item for Non-Student Responses
to the Overall School (All Schools Combined)

n 7/118
1

In'tensity Score'

MeanItem

Is Dimension Shonld Be Dimension

# Mean S.D !Mean . S.D.

1 3.33 .297
I 3.77

2 2.64 .392
,--(1.27

, 3.49/ .174
3 2.74 .383 3.4-53 .156
4 2.93 .403 3.65 .146
5 3,09 .41 3.79 ,:'' .167
6 2.54 ..-: 29 3.48 .184
7 2:45 .389 3.37 .190-,
8 2.64 .425 3.45 .219
9 2.72 .409 . 3.50 .177 '

10 2.53 .392 3-.40 .255
11 2.56 -.400 ' 3.44_- .213
12 2.68 .430.-- 362 .239
13 2.60 , :335 3.39 ..--.' -179

14 2.62 '.358 3.54.-----° .205
15 2.59 .459 3<37 .216
16_ 3.31 .317 3.57 .161
17 2.0 .358----- 3.66 .A72
18 3.15 .393 3.64 .170
19 2.36 .400 3.20 .208
20
21

2:55
2,39

.413

.396
3.49 .179 .

3.28 .1-97

22 2.47 .345 3.10 .223
23, 2.51 .359 3.17 .-.213

24, 2.37 .320 3.17 .209-

25 2.76 .441 3.51, -199
2.48 .386 3.15 .236

'27 2.34 .344 3.15 .213
28 2.89 .391 \ .209
29 2.53 i.339 3.35 .187
30 2.63 .373 .3.44 .186
31 3.05 .328 .186
32 3.09- .433 3.74 .141

2.75 .376 3.51 .157
.34 2.51 .422 3.36

.
.192

-35 2.51 .389 3.28 .219
;36 2.70 .377 3.33 .195

, 37 2.64 .365 3.49 .164
'38 - 2.53 '.378 1,58 .209
'39 2.49 .331 3,30 .195
40 2.70 .405 3.c.i.4 .185
41 2.76 .454 3.61 .167
42 2.97 .416 3.63 .170
43 -2.76 .501 3.51 .'199
44 2.77 .347 3.50 .182
45 3.12 ` .407 3:68 ,-- --.157.-
46 2.81 .432 3:58 .109

. _ 2.53 .425 3.45 : .191
48 2.79 ' .426 3.63 .167
49 2.82 .424 3.62 .171
5d 2.96 .441 . 3.68 / .188

.382 01.43/ .170
52, 2,66 .405 3.501 .188.,

168

3.06 1.690
5.07 1.760
4.80 1.657
4.58 2.067
4.66 2.302
5.50 1.888
5.22 1815
4.80 1 938_

1.929
5.08 '1.845
5.17 1.860
5.79 2.202
4.65 1.667
5.60 1.653
4.53 1.888
1.84 1.504
5.27 1.904

-- 3.25 :1.778
4.52 1.734
5.55 1.834
4.93 1.660
3,42 1.591
366 1.435
4.36 1.501
4.50 1.955
3.67 1.420
4.40 1.596
3.17 . 1.:516
4.75 '1.629
4.81': 1.684
2.80 1.401
4.25 . 2.315
4.63'. 1-.672
4,113------ 1.736
4,35 1.667
3.76 1.681,
5.12 1.895
6.18 1.930'
4.60 1.723:
5.11 1.869
5.27.; :-,-. 2.139

4.207- 1.925.
.4'.."51 2.112

--.4.53 . 1.473
3.65 2.053.
.4.81 2.039
5.36 1.822
5.24- 2.075
5.00 1.987
4.59 _2.169

'', 4:95 1.822
.5.06 1.949

1



1

Means and Standard bevicqlipn's of .

s And. Should Be Dimensions, Intensity Scoies,
by Item for Studts' r(a.5poriseS to

Middle/Jr. High Schch:als if.,,era11 School)
n =

DimenSion\ Intensity Score

S.D. \ Mean S.D.Item 4

. Is Dimension 'ShoW4:,

MeAn S.D. Mean

j

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28 ',.

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

_A6
47

-48
49
50
51
52

0

1

2.45
2.32
2.21
2.20
2.65
2.39
2.13
2.14
1.96
2.01

91
*55

,',8

83
1.81
2.10
2.27
1.85
2.14
1.91
1.95
1.75
1.98
2.23
1.74
1.90
2.12
2.12
2.10
2.19\
2.021
1.991
2.00
1.93
2.14
2.23
2.03
2.25
2.01
2.14
2.55
2.07
2.12
2.26
2.24
2.06
2.21
2.26
4.30
2.21
2.19

\

/

.290

.270

.236

.247

.284

.254

.259

.254

.268

.197

.235

.236

.161

.257

.277

.250

.234

.273

.272

.244

.237

.217

.206

.245

.2E4

.257

.271

.224

.192
:210
.181
.262
.245
.245
.240
.215
.169
.214
.210
.231
.259
.234
.210
.232
.267
.234
.247
.277
.235
.264
.235
.242

3.29
3.12
3.13
3.19
3.3

, 3.2
3.1
3.14
3.03
2.90
3.10
3.19
2.98
3.01
2.70
2.66

---3.15--
3.09
2.85
3.14
2.93
2.87
2.57
2.98
3.11
2.57
2.89
3.04
2.95
3.02
3.04
3.07
3.02
2.98
2.87
2,99 .

3.00
3.14

1.9975

,.,3.11
/1%3.28

. 101

..

3.24
3.13
3.08
3.12
3.19
3.25
3.12
3.16

.

169

180

. 1 14 1 \ 4.75 1.456

.158 + 4.30 ----17,143

.149 \ 4.87 1.217
147 \ 5.28 1.235
66 \4.39 1.277
52 \4.81 1.292
_36 5.07 1.120

.147 5.22 1.138

.137 5.32 1.318

.N:
10.35 1.072

/
5\94 1.307

.168 4.61 1.497

.148 4.38 .899

.165 4.68 1.167

.199 3.91 .673

.142 3.74\ .925

.141 5.50, 1.231

.J.85 4.35\ .929

.143 4.63 1.184

.140 5.27 1 1.368
:139 4.89. ,\ .966
.116 4.43 . 1.066
.172 3.53 1 .647
.124 4.84 ' 1.05
.146 4.67 11.181
.201 -3.58 \ .651
.138 4.67 1.111
.127 4.71 1.036
.157 4.18
.158 4.67 1.

.142 4.41

.155 5.30 1.36

.147 5.09 1.00b

.151. 4.83 1.243

.134 4.49 .842

.152 4.34 1R:036

.137 4.03

.168 5.68 1.:971415

.152 3.74 1.099

.167 4.67 1.239-

.144 5.04 1.417

.136 4-24 1.020

.135 ' 4.74 -1.941

.149 4.55 1.139

.154 5.35 1.356

.151 4.75 1.1%3

.152 5.22 1.322

.167 4.80 1.471

.144 5.01 1.115

.174 5.27 11.150

.158 4.85 1.060

.158 5.16 1.405



Means and Standard i)eviations cf
Is and Should Be Dimensions, and Intensity Scores

by Item.jor-Students' Responses to
High Schools (Overall Schcoi)

= 35"

Is-Dimension Should Be Dimension Intensity Score

Mean S.D. Mean Mean S.D.

1 2.24
,,

.304 2.32 .177 5.94' 1.786

2 2.13 .324 3.18 .156 5.48 1.164
3 2.05 .337 3.20 .188 6,00 1.637

4 1.97 .290 3.19 .213 6.28 1.717

5 2.30 .306 3.39 .231 6.15 1.648

6 2.11 .273 3.28 .228 // 6.25 1.549
7 1.91 .315 3.13 .157' 6.07 1.242
8 1.84 .338 3.10 .304 6.20- 2.042
9 .1.73 .278 3.06 .208 6.34 1.427

10 1.86 .291 2.95 .278 5.26 1.785
11 1.72 .310 3.05 .334 6.36 3^osl
k2 2.10 .233 3.21 .368 5.97 2.583

"13 1.99 .204 3.09 .207 5.56 1.078
14 1.96 .2138 3.11 .193 ,-5.86 1.035
15 1.63 .292 2.78 .240 5.07 1.134

16 1.77 .291 2.66
,,./.

.190/ 4.97 1.350
17 1.90 .251 3.18 .247 ' 6,49 1.569

18 2.11 .305 3.16 ,,219 5.47_ 1.445

19 1.69 .277 2.90 .296 5..56 -.1.337

20 1.92 .299 3.27 .223 6.98 1.898

21 1.72 .290 3.02 .181 6.09 1.376,

22 1.76 .290 2.93 .174 5.42 1.075
23 1.63 .241 2.64 .237 4.34 1.091
24 1.70 .349 // 2.96 .236 5.79 1.397
25 2.01 :281 3.17 .249 5.98 1.449
26 1.51 .240 2.49 .244 3.95 .865

27 1.70 .302 2.91 .221 5.52 1.257

28 2.06 .311 3.05 .322 5.09 1.395

29 1.99 .256 3.00 .242 . 5.05 1.427

30 2.09 .295 3.17 .172 5.61 1.324

31 2.10 .232 3.08 .233 5.10 1.378

32 1.88 .282 3.16 .168 .6.42 1.369

33 1.84 .277 3.12 .191 6.34 1.223
34 1.81 .247 3.13 .171 6.49 1.371
35 1.70 ^o7l 2.94 .192 5.69 1.148

36 2.00 .298 3.07 .168 5:34 1.335
37 2.09 .307 3.09 .175 5.12 1.298

38 1.88 .280 3.19 .327 6.66 2.345

39 2,08 .238 3.00 .236 4.65 1.279

40 ..e2 .262 3.08 .171 6.15 1.476
41 90 .234 3.22 .229 6.71 1.750
42 -42 .290 3.33 .251 5.36 1.491-
43 1.87 , .300 3.05 .237 5.80 1.313

44 1.99 .239 2.98 .296 5.17 1.296

45 2.12 .311 3.30, -.233 6.34 1.912

46 2.03 .313 3.20 .20q0 6.07 1.463

47 1.85 .307 3.18 .14', 6.63 1.203

48 1.97 .304 3.19 .213 6.28 1.503

49 2.04 . .259 3.26 .262 .., 6.51 1.702

50 2.16 .291 3.34 .161 6.43 1.551

LI 2.04 .282 3.16 .255 s.Wo 1.711

52.. 1.99 .345 3.24 .215 6;53 1.710
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Means and Standard Deviations of
Is and Should,Be Dimensions, and Intensity Scores,

by Item for Non-Students' Responses to
Elementary

Is Dimension

Schools (Overall School)
n = 23-

Should Be Dimension- Intensity Score
? __Mean

.

.
Mean S.D.

1 3.43 3.81 .157 ''''2.58 2.055

2 2.87 .456 3.57 .187 4.31 2.135

3 3.00 .416 3.60 .167 3.85 2.028

4 3.14 .476 3.72 .169 3.76 2.500

5 3.28 .485 3;83 .128 3.78 2.673

6 2.78 .527 3.57 .194 4.78 2.414

7 2.67 .433 3.45 .203-"'---..., 4.65 2.384

8 2.92 .457 3.57 .227 4.09 2.386

9 2.94 .494 3.60 .189 4.12 2.495

10 2.78 .429 3.53 .233 . 4.58 2.194

11 2.76 .481 3.52 .186 4.60 2.428

12 2.93 .468 3.71 .159 5.00 2.322

13 2.75 .424 3.44 .204 4,09 2.216

14' 2.76 .419 3:61 .195 5.31 1.929

15. 2.80 .542 3.45 .218 3.85 2.544

16 3.39 .367 3.63 .188 1.71 1.660

17
18

2.96
3.34

.436

.415
3.69
3.73

.209

.161
4.70
2.59

2.378
2.11.1

19 2.57 .438 3.27 .206 3.95 2.196

20 2.97 .479 3.61 .182 5.11 2.431

21 2.60 .467 3.38 .221 4.54 2.227

22 2.65 .433 3.17 .254 , 2.93 2.D54

23 2.69 .360 3.23 .227.' .3.12 '.708

24 2.57 .337 3.24 .238 -,,

.--1.78
3.83 1.723

25 3.00 .549 3.61 .200 2.540

26 2.67 .424 3.25 .229 .31.13n:*2-7....

27 2.50 .401 3.22 .215 4.04. '--,,2.037

28 3.14 .414 3.55 .217 c.. 2.64 1.626

29 2.78 .33% 3.39 .245 3.76 1.626

30 2.77 .409 3.50 .181 4.44' 2.165

31 3.27 .374 3.60 .193 2.23 1.583

32 3.22 .519 3.77 .127 3.57 2.357

33 2.94 .434 3.58 .168 3.99 , 2,195

34 2.74 .512 3.45 .200 4-.17 2.18.9

35 2.72 .492 3.37 .255 -3.77 1.986

36 2.87 .464 3.40 .234 3.19 '1.997

37 2.81 .442 3.53' .190 4.44 2,35'

38 2.67 - .476 3.63. .172 5.84 2.282

39 2.62 .383 3.33 ' .257 4.10 2.117

40 2:89 .482 3.62.
,

.189 4.59 2.266

41 2.97 .551 3.70
.

.158 4.65 2.71!f.

42 3.21 .459 3.73 .164 3.45 2.320

43 3.05 .503 3.61 .201 3.48 2.C92

2.9,3 .442 3.59 .183 4.18 1.e9t

3.35 , .441 3.76 .146 2.77 2.413

46 3.04 .492 3.68 .208 4.19 2.61t

47 2.76 .502 3.55 .181 4.79 2.:85 ,

48 3.05 - .491 3.73', .175 .438 2.551'

49 3.09 .507 3.72 -.-143 4.11 2.588

50 3.17 .526 .1 3.77 .153 3.95 2.59,

51 2.75 .-44? 3.47 ! .198 4.36 2.0:1 .'

52 2.91 .459 3.57 1.172 4.11 2.1;1

171 r.
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Means and Standard DeViations of
Is and Should-Be-Diffiensions, and Intensity Scores,-

by Item for Non-Students'. Responses to .

Middle/Jr. High Schools (Overall.Schoo4
n = 60

.

IS Dimension Shouid'Be Dimension Intensity Score

Item i Mean. S.D. Mean l_,..S.D. . Mean s.15.
c

1 3.28 .246 3,74
_

.108
2 2.56 .330 3.46 .176
3 2.67 .;20 3.51 .146.
4 .2.85 .3,.0 3.62 .132
5 3.03 .363 3.79 .108
6 2.47 .306 3.48 .130
7 2,41 .321 3.35 .158
8 2:57 .307 3.44 .148
9 2.62'.. ,309 3.45 .^.152

10 2,44 ,285 3.37 .183
2;49.
.2.58

-
271,
313

.3.44
3.62 N.. , .119

11
12
13 2.55 ..223 3.37 -H .154.
14 2.52 .252 3.51 ;175--
15
16

2.49
3.23

.356

.293
3.34
3.53

.219

.144
-17 2.75 .318 3.63 .171
-18 3.06% .351 3.59 .170
19 2:27 .318 3.16 .193
20 2.46 .328 3.44 .136
.21 2,32 .324 3.26 .167
22 2.40 .268 3.07 213
23 2.42 .304 3.12 .212 .
24 2.30 .254 3.14 .206
25 2.67 .307 3.45 - 170
26 2.41 .284 ',311 .192
27 2.29 :283 3.13 .227
28 2.80 .308 3.36 .103
29 2.43. .!258 3.31 .116
30 2.53 :329 3-39 .182
31- 2.96 , .228 3.42 .154 .

32 3.00 .401 3.73. .123
33 2.65 .,310 .136
34 2.44 .345
35 2.46 .109,.... 3.26 .201 .,:-.

36 2.-63 ,282 3,29 .172 ''

37 2.59, .301 3.46, - .161
38 2.48.. .297 . 3.56 .145 _
39 '2,45 .282 .3.28 .173

,2.63- .337- 3.51 .152
41 2.69.. .383 ' 3.57 .156
J2- 2.88 .346 3:57 .162

'743 2.62 .461 '3.46 .194
14 2.69. .275 3.43 .171
45 3.03 .341 3.63 '.148
46 2.71 .358 1.55 .191
47 2.45 .345 3.39 .180 '

48 2,72 .336 3.58 .127
40 2.74 .322 3.60 .111
50 2.92 .380 3.65 .123 -

51 2..3 .304 3..41 .146 -
::.-36 .325 3.44 .184

3.23 1.661
5:25 1.562
5.11 :,3ps
4.438 I:545
5.06 .2.073
5.95 1.470
5.36 1.604
5.15 1.54';j,

4:98 1.611.
5.32 1.423
536.---1-:356..------
6.40 1.830
4.86 1.419

-5.-93----1-;-491
4.86 1.396
2.08 1.481
5.50 1.869
3.45 1.554
4.78 1.382
5171. 1.521_
5.18 1,369 \...

3.63 .1.313 .\,.

3.85 1;272
4.57 1.522
4.75 1.628
3.85 1:160
4.49 1.484
3.18 1.393
4.9f) 1.605
5.a3: 1.450
2.95 1.328
4.75 0.2.196
4.92 1.358

4.54 1.546
3:90 .,.564

5;24 ".763
6.41 1.655
4.69 1:563
5.29 1.763
5.38 2.006
4.34 1.664
4.89 .,2:144
4.51 1.355
3.91 1.079
5.16- 1.669
5.42 1.635 .

5.35 -1..670::-
5.34 .-, 1.564
4..67 1.920
5.15 1.675
5.26 1,645



.Means'a.nd -tandard Deviations of:
is and Should B imensions, and Intensity Scores,

by Iterflf or. Non7Students' Responsr4s
to- High Schools (Overall School)

-n =.35

Is Dimension Should-Be Dimension Intensity 'scOre

Item # Mean
,

,.,'S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

1 - 3.28 .242 -3.75 .109 3.27 1.240
2 2.51 .280 3.44 .128 5:47 1.101
3- 2.58 .294 3.47 .131 5.33 1.276
4 2.85 .330 3.62 .117 4.91 1.677
5 3.00 .358 3.74 .244 4.90 2.021

6 2.39 .358 3.38 .197 5.67 1.476
, 7 2.27 .290 3.28 .168 5.56 1.277

8 2.42 .367 3.32 .229 5.09 1.786
9 2.62 .356 3.45 .155 4.94 1.607

10 2.37 .346 3.28 .299 5.14 . 1.992
11 2.44 .390 3.35 .291 5.20 1.700
12 2.54 .4,30 3.49 .352 5.63 2.360
13 2.52 .176 4.84 1.252.320 3.36
14 2.59 .364 3.50 .230 5.50 1,583
15 2.49 ,.416 3.34 .191 ,4.80 1.491
16 3.34 .2r'0 3.56 .124 1.54 1.346
17 2.78 .282 Ge 3.65 .113 5.50 1.311
18 3.06 .369 3.61 .141 3.56 1:617
19 2.24 .362 316- .210 4.89 14.476

20 2.43 347 3 44 l73 5.82 1.449
21 2.28- .325 ', 3.22 .167, 5.05 1.295
22 2.37 .270 3.06 .187' 3.71 1.236
23 2.44 357 3.16 .175 \ 3.93 1.240
'24 2.26 .303 3'.14 .151 \ 4.67 1.147
25 1.64 .404 345 .192 \ 4.82 1.626
26 2.36 .383 3.07 .233' ' 3.78 1.192
27 2.23 .299 3.12 .168 \4 67 1.147
28 2.74 .343 3.32 .162 3:41 1.446
29 2.41 .281 3.34 .139 5.33 1.137
30 2.61 .358 3.42 .179 4.83 1.454
31 2.96 .295 3.46 .171 3.19 1.157
32 3.06 .354 3.70 .167 4.23 1.697
33 2.67 .328 3.47 .141 4.88 1:392
34 2.35 .319 3.32, .157 5.39 1.130
35 4 2.37 .284 3.23 .179 4.76 1.368
36 2.59 .341 3.31 .145\ 4.20 1.370

7 2.50 .274 3.48 .129 5.76 1.221
38 2.42 .319 3.48 .287 6.22 1.800
39 . _2,-39 .302 , 3.30 .138

,

\ 5.06 1.341
4p 2.58 .327 3.48 .181, \\5.36 1.534

41 2.63 .336 3.57 .144 5,72 1.503
42 2.85 .374 3.60 .141 4.74 1.645
43 2.66 .445 2.49 .159 4.95 1.849

44 2.72 .270 3.49 .154 4.76 1.114

45 3.01 .367 3.65 .149 4.12 1.651
2.69 .371 3.51 .206 5.00 1.747_46

47 2.38 .'43
. 3.40 .163 5.81 1.276

48 2.61 .325 3.57 .156 5.78, 1.522

49 2.66 ,T.12 5,54 .203 5.40 1.641

40 2.83 .333 3.61 .244 4.86 1.691

51 2.4R .355 --3.40 .469 5.31 1.632

52 2.54 .342 3.49 .175' 5.65 1.563

I.



Means and Standard DeiAations Olf
Is and Should Be Dimensions, and_Inte sity_Scores,
by Item for All Responses (Other Cer Med. Staff)

to the.Overall System Le el
(Superintendents/Central ffice)

n = 118

Is Dimension Should Be D

Item # Mean S.D. Mean

1

,3

6

7

8

9

10
'11
12
13
14

16
17
18
19
20
21.

22.
23-
24
25
26
27

29
30
31

33
34 ,

35
16
3/

-.313

-39'

40
41
42
43
44 :

45
46
47
48
49
50
51

' 52

3.17 .582
2.54 .684
2.53 .627
2.77 .669
2793
2.32 ' .7444
2.27 .644
2.31 .652
2.54 .636
2.29 .587
2.35 . .672
2.61 .740
2.45 .548
2.52 .625_
2.34 .78
3.27 .47
2.69 .6 1
2.94 93
2.18 .587
2.30 .627
2.18 ".540
2.78, .512
2.39 .670
2.23 .556
2:t3 .633
2.23 .618
2.12 .553
2.76 .662

\2.43 .524
, 2:46 .705
\2.89 .592

2.63
2.23
2.28
2.61
2.48
2.34
2.31
1.59

292
2.42
2.74
2.99
2.56
2.28
2.64

' 2.56
2.82
2.41
2:49

.666

.579

.512

. 637

.628

.652'

.567

.604

.652

.697

.700

.615

.640

.651

.665

. 644

.626
..662
.635
.635

3.76
3.56
3.5
3. 4
3. 3

--3.48
.36

3.38
3.35
3.40

3.66
'3.31
3.42

---3.29
3.48
3.65
3.54
3.12
3.39
3.17
2.95
3.12
3.08
3.35
2.99
3.10
3.31
3.25
3.38
3.38
3.66
3.41
3.24
3.14
3.27
3.47
3.48
3.25
3.49
5.57
3.59
3.35
3.47

3:47
,3.41
3.59
3.57
3.64
3.33
3.46

ension IntenSity Score

S.D. Man S.D.

. 303

-.403
n.375
.363
.277
.448
.416
. 409

.468

.438

.422

.382

.486

.437

. 559-

.390

.358

.4051

. 480

.383

. 481

.512

.516

.526

. 522

.476

. 459

..483
. 481

. 428

-.441
377
. 442 -

.508

. 465

. 463

.449

.387
-.479
.407
.349
. 406

.512

.407

.42 2'

. 444

. 383

.378

. 344

.482

.422

174

/3.9 3.108
/ 6.02 3.916

// 5.74 3.530
5.33 '3.461
5.70 3.872
6;51 3.600
5.93
5.86 3.324
4.61 3.227
6.21 /3.754
5.74 3.38
6.20 3.904
4.89. 2.900
5.24 3.138
4:73 3.357
1.68 1.955
5.85 3.634'
3.72 , 3..073
4.91 3.064
5.92 3.350
5.25 3.31.
3.58 3.091
3.82 2.908
4.54 3.066
4.65 3.208
3.87 3.057
5:01 3.040
3.18 , 2.842
4.75 3.291
5.03 3201
2.97 2.744
4.20
4.52

,2.993
2.989

5.53 3.182
4.64 3.121
3.71 2.832
5.88 3.847
5.36 3.591

,5.22 3.414
5.33 3.098
5.88 3.482
4.06 3.523
5.13 3,.771
4.41 3.315
3.71, -3.054
5.27
6.20 3.497
5.63 3.284
5.93 3.504
4.96 3.560
5.15 3.355
5.60, 3.630



Means and standard Deviations of
Is and Should Be Dimensions, and Intensity Scores,

by Item for Other certified Staff. Responses
from All slementar Y Schools to Overall System Level

--+SuPer-i-rrtendent/Central-Of-fice)
n = 23

Item

Is Dimension

# Mean S.D.

Should Be Dimension

Mean S.D.

Intensity Score

Mean S.D.w

1 3.31 .607 3.76 ----__ 3.19 3.212

2. 2.84 .919 3.73 .373 5.38 4.608

3 2.83 .727 3.59 .430 4.54 4.327
'4.744 2.92 .878 3.72 .393 4.535

5 3.12 , .825 3.85 .317 4.52 4.620 I

6 2.56 1.028 3.52 .548 5.13 5.032

7 2.54 .784 3.48 .452 5.48 4.872.

8 2.67 .86j 3.49 .477 4.50 4.375''

2.79 .6% 3.40 .539 3.62 3.226'

10 2.50 .787 3.30 .584 4.58 4.411

11 2.70 .705 3.38 .461 4.10 3.854

12
13

2.70
2.65

.884

.646
3.72
3.36

.523

.612
6.08 5.108 ,

4.19 3.587

14 2.78 .721 3.36 .541 3.41 3.645'

15 2.60 .866 3.27 .684 3.47 4.524

16 3.27 .629 3.38 .542 1..49 2.457

17 2.77 .786 3.62 .434 5.06 4.170

18 3.03 .833 3.58 .471 3.61 3.643

19
20

2.38
2.61 .817

3.24
3.45

.590

.464

4.78 4.226
4.71 4.573

21 J2.33 .655' 3.29 .569 5.30 4.841

22 2.41 .572 2.92 .619 -- 3.03 3.704

-23 2.77 .866 3.48 .478 3.95 3.431

24 2.60 .648-- 3.36 .540 439 3.970

25 2.27 .709 3-,48 .560 3.67 3.761

26. 2.53 .7.06 '3.10 --.6.17 3.31 .4...721.

27 2.24 .707 3.30 5.65 ,,3.728

28 3.16 .767 3.45 .557 1-E e.e2.702

29
30

2.61
2.88,

.516

.907
3.17
3.53

.611

.476

3...)4 <3.869
3.61 3.854

31 3.05 .700 3.38 .437. 1.86 2.889

32 3.06 .607 3.70 .427 4.18 3:202

33 3.1j .658 3.55 .437 2.78 3.333

34 2.50 .630 .464 4.99 4.463

35 2.54 .578 3.17 .480 3.49 3.958
'

36 2.82 .740 3.27 .506 2.44 3.031

37. 2.56 .585 3.33 .614 5.22 4.374

38 2.61 .777 __ 3.42 .433 4.45- --4.221

39
.40

2.40
2.83

.567

.842
3.12
3.61

.593

.425

4.23 4.083
4.53 3.510

41 2.72 .952 3.69 .396 5.50 4.819

42 3.11 .921 3.62 .461 2.81 3.941

43
44

2.52
2.80

.816

.768
3.24
3.47

.666

.453

3.97 4.514
4.08 4.157

45 3.21 .671 3.49 .464 1.65 2.571

46 2.78 3 41 445 3.32 3.471
-5.22

47 2.55 .836: - 3.49 .480 4.425
-,514248 2.82 .751i 3.70 .427 4.217

49
SO

2.80
295

.759

.817:i
3.59
3.55

.453

.461

468 4.193
3.46 4.061

51
52

245
_2.7n

, .618
.769"

3.2/
3.40

.643

.468

4.28 3.941
4.17 4.304



Means and Standard Deviationg of
Is and Should Be.Dimensions, and frlensj.ty scores,
by Item for Other Certified Staff Responses from all
Middle/Jr. High School'S to Overall -Fystem Level

(SuOerinteAdent/Central Office)
n = 60

Is Dimension Should-Be Dimension Intensity Score

Item# Mean S.D. Mean

1 3.06
2 2.47
3 2.38
4 2.69
5 2.88
6 2.28
7 2.21
8 2.24
9 2.47

10 2.27

11 2.25
12, 2.56
13 --2-:45--

.613 3.73 .296

.542 3.49 . .398

.585 3.50 .363

.634 3.61 :394

.619 3.78 .317

.662 3.48 .389

.551 3.34 .428

.583 - 3.39 .358

.660 3.28 .438

.553 3.38 .359

.620 3.39 .462
:727 3.63 .357

----;560-------3--;31-- :439

4.36
5.93
6.39
5.69
5.72
6.72
6.17
6.31

, 4.39
6.-11--

,---6.26
/' 6.20

e"
t 4.84

+

3,217
3.587
3.416
3.431
3.538
2.744
3.829_ -----7---
2:654

----"" 2.962

3.526
3.183
3.620
2.708

14 2.43 .553 ' 3.38 ..436 5.59 3.111

r45-7-7----12-.729 .738 3.17 .sou 4.65 3.049

\16 3.23
7 2.64

.465 3.49

.)62 3.62
.344
.372

1.95
5.93

1.877
3.448(

18 2.94 5 .52k .406 3.59 2.801

19 2.18 .624---7-1.04 .510 4.39 2.914

20 2.26 .568 3.35 .334 5.94 2.726

21 2:16 .508 3.07 .474 4.76 2.769

22 2.27 - .477 2.91 .472 3.30 2.654

--23 .__2.35 .624 3.02 .505 3.42 2.540
24 2.09 .521 2,97 '.531 4.63 2.760
"5 2.45 .588 3.23. .546 4.64 2.986

26 2.20 .611 2.96 .479 3.78 2.637

27 -,, 2.15 .515 :3.07 .444 4.72 .." 2.861

28 2.68 .639 3.29 .491 3.53 2.928

25 2.47
.......----

.466'- 3.20 .507 4.61 3.150

30 2.35 . .630 3.35 428 5.49 3.164

31 2.87 .564 3.43 .433 3.56 2.426

32 3.04 .485 3.67 , .365 4.20 2.7927'

33 2.53 .621 3.37 .462 4.80 2.442/

2.14 .567 3.20 -,454 5.60 2.788

35 2.29 .490 3.10 .478 4.38 2.382

36 2.57 .617 3.25 .446 3.74 2.594

37, 2.46 .678 3.55 .376 6.39 3.789
38 2.23 .591 3.52 .370 7.21, 3.110

39 \ 2.22 .585 3.30 . .495 '',. 5.85 3.361

40 2.51 %.481 3.42 .428 5.37 2:941

41 2.56 548 3.49 549 3.018

42 2.87 .621 3.55 .419 4.20 3.626

43 2.40 .682 3.33 .468 5.07 3.384

44 2.66 ,490 3.39 396 4.43 2.891

45 2.89 .595 3.57 .377 4.42 ' 3;078

46' 2.46 .526 3.46 .461 5.92 2.933

47 2.15 .601 3.32 .449 6.22 . .3.342

48 2.56 .556 3.54 .343 5.77 2.707

49 2.49 .552 ..,4..".: 3.55 .357 6.26 3.435

50 2.74 .638 3.69 .284 5.76 3.408

51 2.40 .640, ,3.38 .377 5:39 2.915

52 2.46 .623 - 3.45 -..435 5.66 3.458
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Means and Standard Deviations of
Is and Should Re Dimensions, and Intensity Scorea,
by Item fox Other Certified Staff Responses from

all High Schools to Overall System Level
(Superintendent/Central Office)

n = 35

Is Dimension -Should Be,Dimension Intensity Score

Item Mean Mean S.D. mean S.D.

1

2

3

4

5"

6

7

8

9

3.1,7"-
242
2.48
2.75
2.87
2.1-7
2.20
2.12
2.43

.521

.632

.559

.572

.638

.542

.623

.467

.551

3.77
3.55
3.50
3.60
3.86
3.49
3.31
3.30
3.42

10 2.19 .465 3.48
11 2.25 .662 3.40
12 2.62 .685 3.68
13 2.35 .449 3.32

14 2.49 .626 3.51
15 2.24 .714 3.28
16
17

3.31
t 2.71

.393 3.53
3.67

18 2.85 .645 3.51
19 2.06 .494" 3.15
20 2.1.9 .522 3.38
21 2,12- .510 3.21
22 -.."2.20 - .521 3.01
23 2.17 .471 3.00
24 2.15 .451 3.04
25 2.40 .585 3-36
26 2.10 :522 2.96
27 2,02 .497 3.01
28 2.61 .532 3.26
29 2.29 .564 . 3.36
30 , 2.36 .566 3.33
31 2,81 .555 3.34
32 2.96 .526 3.63
33 2,44 .588 3.39
34 2,18 .540 3.19
35 ' 2.13 .450 3.18

36 2.55 .583 3.31
37 _2.46 ---:616 3.49
38 2.32 .618 3.50
39 2.36 .551 3.30

4

40 2.55 .528 3.51
41 2,55 .535 3.55
42 2,88 .618 3.62
43 2.42 .658 3.44
'4 2.79 .631- 3.52
45 2.95 .669_, 3.61
46 2.56 .589 ' 3.51
47 2.28 .598 3.47 ,

4,8 2.66 .661 2.58
49 2.53 .599 3.58
50 2.81' .601 3.6'4

51. .Z.44 .625 3.37
52 - 2.38-

_
.584 p.51

.249
,403
.347
.308
.204

.383

.403

.459

.416
:368
.292
.416
.354
.423
.325
.296
.365
.367
.377
.432
_508
,.468
.469
.472
.376
.452
.430
.349
.390
.465
.351)

.421

.512

.462

.472

.390

4

,367
/.291

.356

.457

.382
335
.361
.404
.385
.349
.306
.481
.388

;.

3.97 2.936
6.57 3.771
5.88 2.932
5.22 2.809
6.2'5 3:723
7.36 . 3.111
5.86 3.493
6.33 3.031
5.71 3.205
7.30 3.348
6.26 3.831
6.29 3,568

5.85 2.425
5.44 2.635
1.60 1.727

5.95 3.421
3'93 3.030
5.56 2.366
6.49 2.912
5.77 2.787
4.19 ,1-3.183
4.30 ; 2.960
4.60 2.,902
5.37 2.976
4.26 3.148
4.94 2.880
.3.70 2.631
5.88 2.708
5.40 2.696
3.18 3.d22
4.27 3.118
5.32 3.r19
5.72 2.741
-5.59, 3.140
4,39 2.840
5.90 3.578
6.59 3.404
5.15 3.048
5.70, 3.1J51

2:761
4.58 3.095
5.76 3.636
4.40 -3..099
4.02 2.818
5.57° 2.781
6.65 2.924
5.45

' 6.11
5.11
5.274
6.49'

3.212
2.965
31.080,

.370

.099

.)

'77
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APPENDIX G

Practical Utility Study
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MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.1

-RESpONDENT GROUP -.Studehts
-

/RESPONSE LEVEL Principai and School :Leadership Teat

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Communication

oy
-4.59
-'CLI15

(J4)-,

RO -(8) (3) (4)

E Scores,- -4.17 -5.05 -4.65
'C Scores -0.48 +1.57 -0.53

RO (13)0 (18) (12)

U =n
1
n
2
+

u= 0.

n
2.

(
.1_12

+ 1)

2

(2) (1) (9) (16) (7)

-5.18 -5.30 -3.10 -4.41 -4.18
+1.07 +0.10 -1.67 -1.27 +0.41
(17) (15) (10) (10 (L6)

n
1
= number of.'E Scoies
= number of C Scores'

R
2
= sut qf the ranks.

/
asSigned td the

h
2

group --------

Critical Value Of U ,(alpha = .0 , n
1
= 9; n = 9) =

RESULT. - Teject Ho and accepd' Hi.

HYPOTHESIS 1.1

RESPONDENT GROUP Students

21

RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and-School Leadership Team C

1

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - control.

RO ,(5) (1) (8) (8) (7) (3) (9) (4) (2) r.
E Scores -4.25 -4.92 -3.43 -4.20 -3.91 -4.70 -3.05 -4.36 -4.81

C Scores -1.67 +2.45 -1.53 '-1.36 -_0.21 -0.81 -1.12 +0.69 +0.75 1

RO (10) (18) (11) (12) (15) (14) (13) (16) (_17)

U=

Cridicel Value of U (alpha = , =,9, n, -=' ) = 21

RESULT7 Reject Ho and accept H .

+ 1) n1 = number of E Scores
2 '

n2 =.
7

number.of C Scores .
.

2
R
2

=
.

sum of the ranks assigned to.the-
n2.groulY



F

MANNWHITNEY,U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.1

RESPONDENT GROUP. Students

'RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal a4d School Leadership Teaffi
0 .

,

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Decision-Making

E

C

RO (5), (4) (8) (1) (3) (2) (6) (7) (9)

Scores -4.92 -4.98, -.4.32 -5.47 .-5.15 .-5.33 -4.84 -4.34 -3.46

Scores -2.47 +0.54 -1.66 --1.80 -0.96 -1.39 -2.36 -0.3"&- +1.51
RO (10) (17) (13) (12) (15) (14) (11) (16) (18)

U
1
n
2'
+

_--U = 0

2

n
1
= number of E Scores

.n
2

= number of C Scores
-

R
2
= sum oftharankS assigned to 1he

iroup

%
Critical Value of y (alpha =..0 ,

1
= 9, n = 9) = 21

t,
2

RESULT -,Reject H and aFcept

HYR6THEW

.RESPONDENT GROUP"- Students

'RESiONSE LEVEL Principal and School Leadership Team

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS , .Interagtion Influence

RO. (9) (5) (3) (2)
4 E Scores -3.62 -4.97 -5.09 -5.42

C Scores -4.25 +1.26 -1.95 -2.08
RO (8) (18) (11) (10)

(6) (1) (16) (7) (4)

-4.90 -5.47 -0.27 -4.33 -5.07

-1.16 -1.77 -1.83 -0.80 -0.26

(14) (13) .(12) (15) (17)

, + 1) n
1
= number of E ScOres

n n + 1,

.11\. n
2
= number of C Scokes

,

U = 8

Critical

2 ! 2 R, = sum of the ranks assigned to the ,
L. t

m
2

group. \

Value(:Of U (alf.ha;'.= .05, ni =.9, n

7.a1JLT - Reject H and 'Fcapt H
1

.

180

191?,

= 4) = 21



MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS-1.1

RESPONDENT GROUP Students

RESPONSE LEVEL =Principal and Sc oL Leadership Team

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS---COnfiderice and Trust in Leadership ,

O (6) ,,(5)

E Scores -4..20 -4.21-
C ,Scorcs -0..28 +1.56-

RO_ -(15) (18)

(3) (2) (8)

-4.49 -5.09 -3.86
4,86 -1.66 =0.89
(13) __(1-1)- (12)

\ R2 = sum of the ranks assigned to -tile!

(1) (14) (4) (7)

-6.00 -0.33 -4:24
-0.23 -2.51 +1.56 +0.64

(16) (9) (18) (17)

----
n n2 +.

1

U = 5

+ 1) i n1 = number of E, Scores

Critical VIallbe of U-(pnha

n2 group

.05, .,n.1 = 9, n-5

RESULT'- Relect Ho _.vpt Hi`

9) =, 21



MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.2

RESPONDENT GROUP Teachers

RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and School Leadership Team
1

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Cdmmunication

RO (2) (10) (3) (9) (5) (7) (1) (4) (6)

E Scores -5.55 .-2.21 -5.54 -2.92 -4.46 -3.52- -6.09 -5.47 -3.69
C Scores +0.20 +0.92 +0.73 -1.67 +0.03 -1.52 -3.19 +0.20

RO (15) (17) (15) (11) (13) (12) (8) (14)

U = n n +
1 2

R2

n
1
= number

n
2

- number
R
2

= sum of

U = 2

Critical. Value.of U (alpha = .05, nl

RESULT - Reject Ho and_accept H .
, .

of E Scores
of C Scores
the ranks assigned to the

n
2

grouP

'

n2 = 8) = 18

HYPOTHESIS

RESPONDENT GRbUP - Teachers

RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and School Leadership Team

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Control
/'

RO (2) (7) (5) (1) (4) /(6) (10) (3) (8)

E Scores -6.55 -2.99 -4.58 -6.90 -5.86 -/4.30 -2.00 -6.24 -2.87

C Scores -0.52 +1.22 0.00 -1.28 +1:37 /-2.79 -1.43 +0.84 --
RO (13) (16) (14) (11) ,(15)

= n
1

n
2
+

n
2

(n
2
+ 1)

2

ni =
n
2

=

.R
2
.=

numbgr of E S
nUmber of C-S

cores
cores

sum of the-ranks assigned_to the
n
2.

group

= 1

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, nl = 9, n2 = 8) = 18

RESULT - Reject Ho and accept H1.
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HANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.2

RESPONDENT GROUP - Teachers

RESPONSE LEVEL Principal and,School Leadership Team

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Decision-Making

RO (1) (9) (6) (2) (4) (7) (5) (3) (8)

E Scores -6.92 -2.77 -4.77 -6.61 -5.77 -4.50 -4.-95 -6.27 -3.36

C Scores +0.33 +1.18 -0.12 -2.31 +1.93 -1.77 -1.99 +0.27

RO (15) (16) (13) (10) (17) (12) (11) (14)

. n
2.

(n
2
+ 1)

1
= number of E Scores

n + - R
n
2
= number of C SCores

U =
1
n
2 2 R

2
= sum of the ranks assigned to the

n
2

group

U = 0

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n = 9, n2 = 8) = 18

RESULT Reject.H0 and accept Hi.

HYPOTHESIS 1.2

RESPONDENT GROUP Teachers

RESPONSf LEVEL - Principal and SchOoi 7.na;lership Team

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - IntereCtion Q:014..nce

RO (1) (7) (6) (2) 0) (3) (9) (5) (8)

E Scores -6.73 -3.99 -4.94 -6.34 -5,22 -5.71 -2.59 -5.20 -3.29

C Scores -0.43 +1.95 -0.16 -1.66 -0.36 -1.90 -1.57 +0.14

RO (13) (17) (15) (11) (14) (10) (12) (16)

U n +
1 2

U = 0

+ 1)

2

n
1
= number of E.Scores

n2 = number oi C Scores ,

R
2 R

2
= sum of the,ranks assigned to the .

n
2

group

-Critical Value of U (aipha-= .05, ni = 9, n = 8) = 18

RESULT - Reject Ho and accept Hi.

183

194



MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

'HYPOTHESIS f.2

RESPONDENT GROUP - Teachers.

RESPONSE,LEVEL - Principal and School Leadership Team

'ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS

RO .(1)

E Scores -7.92
C Scores -0.80

(14)

(6)

-4.45
+1.79
(17)

+ I)

Confidence and Trust in Leadership

(5) (2) (4) (8) (13) (3) (10)

-4.63 -6.66 -5.32 -2.76 -1.29 -6.29 -1.77
+0.49 -2.88 -2.02 -1.32 -1..71 +0.24 --

(16) (7) (9) (12) (11) (15)

n
1
= number of E Scores

R
n
2

= number of C Scores
2 R

2
= sum of the ranks assigned to the

n +
2

U = 7

n
2

group

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, nl = 9, n2 = 8) = 18

RESULT - Reject Ho and accept H1.

195i
184



MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students

JtESPONSE-LEVEL - Language Arts Teachers .

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS, -.Communication

RO
E Scores
C Scores

RO

U = n n

U = 9

.._,

(10)

-3.63
-1.56
(14)

n
2

(8)

-4.29
-1.71
(13)

(n
2
+ 1)

(2)

-6.37
-3.98

(9)

R
2

(5) (6) (1) (15) (4)

=4.64 -4.59 -6.70 -0.72 -4.82

+0.10 -1.79 -0.32 -3.36 -4.35

(17) (12) (16) (11) (7)

n
1
= number of E Scores

n = number of C Scores
2R =sum of the ranks assigned

n
2

group

(3)

-5.54
+1.20
(18)

to the+
2

Critical Value of U (alpha F .05, nl 9, n
2
= 9) = 21

,

RESULT Reject H and accept H1.

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Language Arts Teachers.

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Control

RO (9) (8) (6) (1) (3) (5) (17) (7) (4)

E Scores -3.79 -3.86 -5.18 -7.54 -5.86 -5.22 +1.15 -4.10 -5.57

C Scores -0.-73 +0.05 -6..12 -0.95 -1.57 -0.52 -=FOT74-. -2.79 +2.32

RO (13) (15) (2) (12) (11) (14) (16) (10) -(18)

(n2- + j) n
1
= number of E'Scores

U.
n
2
= number of C Scores

. =, n + R2
2-

R
2
= sum of the ranks assigned to the

n .group
2 .

U= 15

Critical Value of U (alpha = nl = 9, n = 9) = 21

RESULT.- Reject H and accept H1.

185
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MANN-WHITNEY y TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Language Arts Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS 7 Decision-Making

RO (8) (11) (3) (12) (2) (1) (10) (7) (4)

E Scores -4.49 -3.85 -5.89 -2.57 -6.79 -6.90 -4.16 -4.86 -5.19

C Score5 -1.67 -2.42 -4.99 -0.71 -4.15 -1.95 -0.46 -5.02 -0.15

RO (15) (13) (6) (16) (9) (14) (17) (5) - (18)
,

+ 1) n
1
= number of E Scores

n = number of C.Scores
U = n

1
+ - R

2
2

R = sum of the ranks assigned to the
2 2

U =
/

/7
Critical Value of U (alpha =(.05,

RESULT - Reject Ho and accept Hi.:_

HYPOTHESIS 1.3 .

n
2

group

, n2 = = 21

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Language Arts Teachers:-

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Interaction Influence

RO (5) (8)

E Scores -5.38 -4.22
C Scores -,-2.63--1.14-

(11) : (15)

.. (2) (17) (1). (3)

76.04 -0.98 -7.02 -5.-73

-ri.06-7-2.25 -3.48

(7) (16) (12) H-(10)

(9) (6) (4)

-4.04 -4.84 -5.44...

-1..49 72.15 +1.65.,

(14) (13) (18)

n
2 (n2 1)

n. = number of E Scores
1

n = number of C Scores
U

n2 +.
1/,

.

R = sum of the ranks'assigned to the

U= 10.
tf,

n sroup

.Critical Value of U (aipha =.05 = 9, n2 = 9 ) = 21

RESULT Reject H and accept HI. ,

186 '.



MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Language Arts Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Confidence and Trust in Leadership

RO (9) (7) (4) (8) (1) (3) (16) (2) (5)

E Scores -4.01 -5.31 -6.05 -4.23 -7.14 -6.27 -0.31 -6.53 -6.02

C Scores -1.58 +0.48 -5.36 -1.37 -1.90 -2.02 -0.01 -2.07 -1.15

RO (13) (18) (6) (14) (12) (I1), (17) (10) (15)

n
2

(n
2

+ 1) n
1-

= nuMber of E Scores
n
2
= number of C Scores .

U = n
1
n
2
+

2

R
2 R

2
= sum of the ranks assigned to the

n
2

group

U= 10

Critical Value of U (alpha = =
'

n
2

= 9) = 21

REFULT 7 Reject Ho. and accept H1.

HYPOTHESIS 1:3

RESPONDENT GROUP 7 Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Social Studies Teachers

'ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS -.Communication

g.

RO (1) (13) (2) (7) (4) (3) (9) (5) (6)

E Scores -6.48 -1.84 -6.38 -3.61 -5.74 -5.97 -3.11 -4.60 -4.51

C Scores -0.46 -2.36 -2.45 -0.07 -2.55 +1.31 -F1.73 -3.14 -1.36

RO (15) (12) (11) (16) (10) (17) (18) (8) (14)

...

.-

2
(n
2

-.F 1)
I

= number of E Scbres
,

m -= number of C Scores
U = n n + R

2
2,

1 2
2

R
2

- sum.of the rahks assigned to the

1.1
2
.group. ,..

U =

"Critical Value of,U (alpha = ni = 9, n2 - 9) = 21

_RESULT - Rejec,t Ho.and abcepto411.



MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT 'GROUP - Students

RESPONE LEVEL - Social Studies Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Control
4,

RO (5) (2) (3) (8) (1) (7) (17) (10) (4)

E Scores -4.93 -5.52 -5.74 -3.79 -7.91 -3.97 +1.50 -2.77 -5.22

C Scores f0.04 -2.43 -2.69 -0.47- 74.61. +1.98 -3.34 +1.03 -1.75

RO (15) (12) (11) (14) (6) (18) (9) (16) . (13)

n
2

(n
2

+ 1 ) n
1
= number of E Scores

U = n1.n
2
+ n

2
= number of C Scores

2

R
2 R

2
= sum of, the ranks assigned io the

U7 12

n
2

group

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, nl = 9, n2 = = 21

RESULT - Reject Ho and alccept 1-11.

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Social Studies,Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Decision-Making

RO (5) (8) (2) (1) (3) (7) (13) (6) (4)

E Scores -4.17 -3.43 -5.42 -5.76 -4.43 -4.02 -1.68 -4.08 -4.23

C Scures -079 -1.06 -1.49 -2.76 -2.64 +2.76 -2.40 -2.55 -0.20

RO (16) (15) (14) (9)- .(10) (18) (12) (11) (17)

U'= nl

U

n
1
= number of E ScdreS.

'112 7
number Of C Scores

-R
2

sum of the ranks.assigned-to the
n
2-

group

..Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n .= 9, n2 7 -= 21

.RESULT= Reject Ho and accept H .
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.MANN -WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL Social $tudies Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Interaction Influence

RO (2) (13)° (4)

E Scores -6.12 -1.31 -4.84
C Scores +0.63 -0.26 -3.56

RO (17) (16) (6)

U = n
1
n
2
=

U= 12

2

(7) (1) (3) (14) (8) (5)

-3.23 -7.01 -5.97 -1.02 -3.20 -4.51

-2.01 -1.98 -0.49 -1.73 -1.89 +0.72

(9) (10) (15) (12) (11) (18)

n
1
= number of E Scores

R
n
2

= number of C Scores
2 R2 = sum of the ranks assigned to the

n2 group

6 J'
Critical Value of U .(alpha = .05, nl = 9, n2 = 9) = 21,

RESULT - Reject Ho and accept H1.,

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Social-Studies Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS

RO (9) (10)

E Scores -2.74 -2.37

C Scores -0.84 -1.11
RO (16) (13)

n
2

+1)

- Confidence and Trust in Leadership

(1) (12) (2) (3) (4) (6) (5)

-6.00 -1.20 -5.49 -5.13 -5:05 -4.61 -4.63 .

-1.02 -1.21 -3.80 +3.38 -0.98 -3:42 -0.81.

(14) (11) (7) (18) (15) (8) (17)

1
= number Of 1 ScOres

n number of C Scores
R2 '2R

2
-- sum of the'ranks assigned to the'

--.

U = N
1
n
2
+

2 n
2

group

U = 7.

-
Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n

RESULT - Reject Ho alld accept
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200

, n = 9) = 21
-2



MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS.

- HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP -.Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Science Teachers.

.91GANIZATIONAL PROCESS - 'Communication

RO ' (5) (10) (2) (7) (4) (1) (9) (8). (6)

/E Scores =5.05 -0.93 -6.77 -4.23 -5.49 -8.32 -2.45 -3.61 -4.78

/C Scores -5.8. -0.88 +1.50 +0.67 +2.00' +2.36 +0.83

RO (3) (11) . (14) (12) (15) (16) (13)
r
..,

1- 1) .= number of E Scores
1_a n = nuMber of C Scores
2.0 = n n 'A-

1
2'

R = sum of the ranks assigried to the
2

.
n2 group

U = 7 ,

./Crscaj. Value of U (alpha = :05, nl = 9, = 15

RESULT - RejeCt H and accept HI. ,

Ze1

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students:

RESPONSE LEVEL --ScienCe TeacherS

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Control

RO (1) (3) (6) (11) (9) (2) (16) (7) (5)

E Scores -5.34 74.79 -4.14 '-1.97 -3.01 -5.33 +1.48 -3.39 -4.42

C Scores
: io..

-4.78
(4)

-2.24 --
(10)-

+1.06
(14)

-3:-15,

-(8)'

+1.22
(15)

-1.46
(13)

-1.66
(12)

n f .= number Of E Scores

n
2.
= number of C Scores

R
2
= sum of the ranks asSigned to the

n
2

group

U = 15

Critical Value of U .(alpha= .05, nl =.9,.n2 = ,7) = 15

RESULT - Reject Ho and accept H.
190.
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MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPDNDENT GROUp - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL -.Science Teachers
,

OROXNIZATIONAL PROCESS - Decision-Making

RO (4) (9)

Scores -5.94 -1:(39

Scores +1.95 -1.83

RO (15) (7)

U = 7

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, nl

RESULT = Reject Ho and accept H1.

(2)

-6.55
--

- R
2

..

'1

A

(8) (1) (3) (14) (6) (5)

=1:76 -7.39 -6.04 +1.50 -74.45

+0.37 +3.33 -kb, +0.33 -7-0..66 -0.03

(13) 16) (12) -(.1O) (11)

P1

R2
2

= number of E.Scored
= number of.C,Scores.
= sum of the ranks assigned to the',

n
2

group

= 9, n2 = = 15 -

: HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEV.EL - Science Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS Interaction Influence
k,

.R0 (4) (8) (2) (6) (3) (1) .(':6) (1) -(5)

E Scorea -5.57 -2.59 ,-6.84 -4.48 -6.84, -7.08 +3.22,-3.14 -5.09

C Scores -1.10 -2.11 +1.97 +0.13 -=!" -0.34 -0.29 -0.84-

RO (10) (9) (15) (14) -1. (12) (13) '(11)

'U = n
'1

U = 7

A
CritiCal Value of U (alpha =

RESULT - Reject Ho and accept Hi.
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n1

R
2

2

=. number of E.Scores
number of C Scores

7 sum of the rankS assigned to the

n sroup

n1 = = 7) = 15
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HYPOTHESIS 1.3,

.M.ANN-WHIT14EY U .TATS

RE.SpO&DENT GROUP .1. Students

RESPONSE-LEVEL Sriencc .Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS.- Confidenceand Trust in:Leadership

RO (3) (5)
E Scored 6.68 -4.27
C'Scores', -2.31 -0.84

RO (9)

n (n 4 1
2 2

n2 +
2:

(1) (10) (4) (21 (15)
-8.00 -0.99r----5.89 -7.52 +1.26

+1.39 -2.66 -0.31
, (16) (8) _ (14)

(7) (6)
,=3.20 -3.77
-0.57 -0.,60

(13) (12)

n numher of E' Scores
1n2,= number of C Seores,

= sum bf the ranks asIgned to the
2 n

2
grbup,

Critical Value.,of U (alpha = .05, n

RESULT - Reject Ho and accept Hi.

-
HYPOTHESIS i.3

RESPONDENT GROUP Studena

RESPONSE LEVEL -.MatheMatics Teachers

.

,
7) =.1.5

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS
a

- Communication

KO (2) (5) (4) (8) (1) '(3) '(14) (7)_ (6)
E'Scores -6.04 -4.90 -5.20 -3.42 -6.48 -5.42 +0.46 -3.51, -4.06,
C Scores 41.41 -2.96 -0.24 -2.10 +2.10 -- 1.98 6.39- +1.52

RO (15)_ (9) (12) (13) (17) (10) (10) (16)

n1 =.riumber of E Scored

R2
= number of c Scores
= sum of-the-ranks-as-signed to

n2 Wrotrp

U

Critical Value.of U (alph'a = .05, ni.=

RESULT - Reject Ho and accept Hi.
192,
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:MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

,HYpOTHESIS 1,3

RESPONDENT Gi..(OUP,- Students.

RESPONSE LEVEL.- Mathemetics Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Control

RO (1) .(9) -(8) (4) (3) (2) (1') (7) (5) .

Scores -6.63 -1.76. -2.83 -4.77 -5.61 -5.77 +0.38 -3.82, -4.45

Scores -4.10 -6.32 -1.14 -0.68 -0.59 -- -0.29 -0.02 +0.20

Ro, (6) (13) (10) (10 (12) (14) (15) (16)

,

= n n +
1

n2
n =

n1
2

R
2

=

number,of-E Scores
number of,C Spores:
ium of ehe ranks assigned to the
n
2

group

U = 11'

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, nl = 9, n2 = 8

RESULT - Reject Ho and accepr. H

HYPOTHESIS 1:3

RESPONDENT dROUP.I Students

RESPONSE LEVEL Mathematics Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Decision-Making

=, 18

RO

E Scores
C Scores

RO, .

U =.n1

U 1.

'(2)

-6.54
1.95

(11).

(5)

-4.27
-1.35

(14)

1)

(3)

-5.27
-1.39

(13)

R
2

(8)

-3.40
-1.10

(15)

n
n

R .=

(1) (4) (10) (7)- ,.(6)

-8.14 -4.32 -1.97 -3.77 .-4.08

-0.69 71.76 -2.18 -0.34

(16) (12) (9) . (17)

= number. of E Scores
= number of C Scores

sum of the ranks assigned to the

-n2 group, 2

Critical Value of1.1e...41pha = .0

RESULT - Rejec,t Ho and accept. H.

' n2. 8) 18



MANN-WEITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 1.3

RESPONDENT GRObP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Mathematics Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS Interaction Influence

RO
E Scores
C Scores

RO

U = n

(3)

-5.86
-1.46
(10)

2

(12)

-0.78
-1.24
(11)

+ 1)'

(2)

-6.12
-2.56

(8)

- R
2

(6) (1) (4) (17) (7) (5)

-3.31 -6.72 -5.77 +0.31 -3.14 -3.93

-0.15 -2.54 -- -0.73 -0.72 -0.15

(15) (9) (13) (14) (16)

n = number of E Scores
n
I
= number of C.Scores

- 2
R2 = sum-of the ranks assigned to.the

n.

U= 12

.n2 group

ci
Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, .es 9, n2 = 8) = 18

.:RESULT - Reject Ho-and_acceRt H .

...HYPOTHESIS.1.3

RESPONDENT GROUP - Students.

RESPONSE LEVEL -.Mathematics Teachers

'ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Codfidence.and Trust in Leadership

.R0

E Scores.
C Scores

RO

(2)

-6.79
-0.52
(11)

(6)

-4.87
-0.18
(13)

(5)

-5.18
-0.71
(10)

(3)

-5.83
+0.79

. (15)

(1)

-7.68
-0.09
(14)

(4)'

-5.45
-- ,

(12)

-0.44
-1.94

(9)

(7)

-4.12
+1101
(17)

(8)

-3.92
+9.06
(16)

n
2 2

+ 1) -' n1 = number of E Scores
-n

2
= number of.:-G-S.co-res---

U = n
1

+ R
2 R

2
= sum of the ranks-assigned to the

2 n
2
group

U= 3

Critical Value of U (alpha = nl = 9, n
2
= 8) = 18

RESULT - Reject Ho and accept H1.
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MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 2.1

RESPONDENT GROUP Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and School Leadership Team

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Across All Survey Items

RO (II) (I) (15) (5) (9) (17) (14) (4) (8)

E Scores +0.13 -0.93 +0.65 -0.06 +0.11- +Q.97 +0.59 -0.09 +0.11

C Scores +0.07 +1.76 +0.12 -0.34 +0.44 +0.10 -0.53 +0.26 +0.94

RO (6) (18) (10) (3) (13) (7) (2) (12) (16)

n
2 2

+ 1) n
1
= number of E Scores

n2 7 number of C-Scores. _.

U = n
1
n
2
+

2

- k
2

.

R
2
= sum of-ranks assigned to the

n
2
group

U = 39

Critical Value of U (alpha = nl

RESULT Accept Ho.'
. .

'

n
2

= 9 ) = 21

r,

HYPOTHESIS 2.1

RESPONDENT GROUP - Teachers

RESPONSE LEVEL - Principal and School Lead'ership Team

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Across All Survey Items

RO

E Scores
C,Scores

RO

U = .n
1
n
2

(3)

-0.93
+0.65
(11)

. n
2

(12)

+0.68
+1.74
(17)

(n
2
+ 1)

(8)

-0.20
+0.69
(13)

R
2

(1)

-1.56
-0.69

(5)

n
n
2

R
2

(4)

-0.88
+1.60
(16)

= number
= number
= sum of

(7) (15) (6) (14)

-0.23 +0.79 -0.30 +0.79

-1.23 -0.18 +0.58

(2) (9) (1('

of E Scores
of C Scores
the ranks assigned to the+

2 n2 group

U =-25

Critical Value of U (arpha = .05, nl = 9, n2 =I 8) = 18

RESULT - Accept Ho.
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'IlANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 2.1

ARESPONDENT GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL Language Arts Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS Across All Survey Iteuls

RO (12) (3) (4) () (11) (7) (16) (9) (5)

E Scores -0.14 -0.89 -0.53 -0.28 -0.14 -0.30 +0.75 -0.19 -0.51

C Scores +0.66 +0.73 -2.72 +0.86 -0.37 -0.16 +0.61 -2.16 +2.09

RO (14) (15) (1) (17) (6) (10) (13) (2) (18)

U = n n +

n
2 2.

+-1) n
1
= number of E Scores

R
n
2
= number of C Scores

2
2 R

2
= sum of the ranks,assigned to the

112 group .

U = 30

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, ni -= 9; n2 = 9) = 21

RESULT Accept Ho.

HYPOTHESIS 2.1

RESPONDENT GROUP Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Social Studies Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Across All Survey Items

RO (16) (2.5) (6) (7) (9) (5) (13.5) (8) (12)

E Scores +0.73 -0.43 -0.17 -0.10 -0.04 -0.39 +0.52 -0.09 +0.36

C Scores +0.93 +.0.52 +0.16 -0.43 -1.33 +2.42 _+0.62 -0.41 +0.24

RO (17) (13.5) (10) (2.5) (1) (18) (15) (4) (11)

(n + 1) ni =
2.

n
2

=
U = n

1
n
2

=
2

R
2 R2 =

U = 34

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, n

RESULT - Accept Ho.
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number of E Sàores
nutbei of C Scores
sum 6f the ranks assigned tb the

n
2

group

N-

'

n
2
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MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS

HYPOTHESIS 2.1

, ..,

RESPONDENf GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL Science Teachers

,ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - AcrosaAll Survey Items

RO
E Scores
C Scores

RO

(5)

-0.47
-0.31

(6)

n

(2)

-0.74
-0.04

(7)

(n2 + 1)

(4)

-0.54
(11) (3) (1) (13) (9)

+1.12 -0.60 -1.30 +1.37 +0.14

+2.90 +1.13 -- +1.89 +1.46

(16) (12) (15) (14)

n1 =
U = n n2 +

2

2
.R2 =

u= 11

number of E Scores
number of.0 Scores -
sum of the ra-,ks' assigned
n
2

group

Critical Value of U (alpha = .05, nl = 9, n2 = 7)- = 15

RESULT Reject Ho and accept H1.

HYPOTHESIS 2.1

RESPONDENt GROUP - Students

RESPONSE LEVEL - Mathematics Teachers

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS - Across All Survey Items

RO (3) (2) (14)

E Scores -0.58 7,0.67 +1.11

C Scores +1.14 +0.47 +0.30

RO (15) (8) (7)

+ 1)

+0.01
+0.35
(10)

(13) (6) (5) (11) (4) (1)

-1.00 +0.12 -0.15 +0.76 -0.24 +1.00

+1.46 +1.23 +0.75 +0.62 +0.78'

(17) (16) (10) (9) (12)

n
1
= number of E Scores

= n n
n
2
= number of C ScoreSU2 + - R

2 R
2
= sum of the ranks assigned to the .

n
2

group

U= 14

Critical Value of U (alpha =. .05, n. = 9, n

RESULT'-)Reject Ho and accept H,.

197:
,

208n

= 8 =.-- 18

'
.67



APPENDIX-H
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PEERS IN 'FRIENDLY WAYS
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3 DEPARTMENT HEADS
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9- Tilidt-NOT 11H-OURCE-=Citi,
s ?UCH CONCERN ABOUT. A JOB
E1 NG DONE:AS DO LEADERS

1 STUDENTS '.

2 TEACHERS
...3 DEPARTMENT HEADS

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF
5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF:
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250
231
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i.15

2.
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3
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334 . .65
3.33 .73
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1.09
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2.43
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2.23
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2.59
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1.98
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2.22
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SCHOOL CODE REPORTOATE LEVEL
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. . .
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s 9 AA: .

1

1
1
3

-3

14
9

38
35

4

,AS
9

38

2

17

10
2
2

17

.37 D8CISIONS ARE MADE BY
THOSE CLOSE To THE PROBLEM
AoURCE -

17 . 9 1 sTUDENTS. .. .. 7493
11 331i1 14 .... 2 TEACHERS . 1813
4 241 21. 12 3 'DEPARTMENT HEADS 250
3 2t 244 -15 4 DTHER cERLIFIED STAFF 711
9 171. 21j .223 . 5 NON . CERT1F IED STAFF 47

38- 0NE.1-imaluxt-oinnows" .. .

bolICH AFFECT YOu ARE-AMARE

23 2
TpF -.THE THINGS YOU FAZE

1 STUDENTS 7493
..13 3

.
14 2 TEACHERS 1813

6 2 144 11 3`DEPARTMENTHEADS 250
6 2 1 14 4 OTHER CERT IF IED .STAFT , 231

13......3 134_i6 5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 47
733-108J-011-VOOA-Vitti-1--

............_

, INFLUENCE WHAT HAPPENS TO
YOU .

1$ 274 14 10 1 STUDENTS 7493
11 40 25 9 2 TEACHERS -. 1813

4 2 29- 7 3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 250
4 27 22' 10 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 231
9 32 21 19 .,. 5 NON CERT IF IED 'STAFF 47 .

-)4o DECISION$ 4$E7886E101--
sUCH A MAT ..THAT YOU 00 NOT
MIND CARRYING. THEN OUT

23 31 la - 6 1 STUDENTS 7493
9 34 27 16 2 T EACHERS ' ° 1813
2 24 -20 15 3 DEPARTMENT HEADS . . 250.
1 26 20 17:-. 4, OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 231
4 28 32, 24 .5 NON . CERT IFIE0 STAFF 47

-41-NIEffirtiORKZEntlArlit
. CAUSE TOUR LEADERS AND

. . PEERS NORM TDGETNER
1 STUDEN13 , - 7493

....9 33 29 18 ,JEACHERS ---- - . 1813
4 20 21 1,6 /' DEPARTMENT". HEADS ° .250
1 23 23 17 . 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAIF .e..231

.6 -.11 26 . 34 .5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 47
42 40WCERSEIES-Thir.TIFX .

Too To o88co 01as GOALS

.15'22 16 . 19 1 STUDENTS 7493
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3. -.5 542
11 3.5 .7 5.47
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6
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_.

. 13. 3.10
11 3.55
41 .3,54
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9 2.33.
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.58
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4.86
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.76
le
3
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4

2
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4

2
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- 1 37
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.34
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'-- FREouoior

11!E
- AN 5

43 YOU TAxE FART IN JUDGING
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2. 1 13 23 25 1 .8 1 STuDENTS 7493 74: 11 4 . 17 . 22 26 IA 3.00 .9 4.28
4.. 2. 1 4 16 21 23 22 2 TEACHERS 1813 11. 1 I . Al DO.. 49 Ir 3.4* .7. 9.12

1.. 2.7 3 1 9 13 20 la 3 DEPARTMENT HEAos . 250 3 - 1 .
5 22 . 3/ 1'40 3.47 . 4.31

, . 3. 3 5 2 '16 21 22 4 OMER. CERTIFIED STAFF 231: 2 , 4 25 .. 3S 34 3.48 .6 . 3.03
. 2. 15 23 11 9 38 5. NON. CENT IFIED STAFF 47 , . 11 . 2 13 ,;61I 9 4.37 .4. 3.73

._ --.:-.-44- vault-1 aus-sccur-mHAT
IS EXPECTED DF..THEM .

.

2. 2 13 111 30 12 7 1 STUDENTS 7493 76 1. 1 ..5 11 . 22' 27 . 20 3.60 .9 445/3
.5 2. 6 5 34 29 11 2 TEACHERS . 1813 /a 3 5 32 1 44 . 11. 3.44 .6 .4.65
. 2. 31.2 22 22 13 3 DEFARTNENT HEADS .250 3 2 24 - 32 ; 41 3.51 .5 4416
.7 2.7 3 - 3 1 24 26 la 4 OTHER CERTIFIED sTAFF 231 2 2 4 29 ..., 29 36 3.40 .6 3.43
.9 2.9 13 2 30 17 30 5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 47 9 '4 11 21 .. 41 - IS 3.30 .9 2.15

_

1.5-'-voua=d,' assa-ram-orra- .

YOU AND. VIZIR PEERS IN .

.. FRI E/10/ If _Ravi
... 2. 20 a 19 28 14 11 1 STUDENTS 7493 76 '." 6 4 12 21 Z 37 20 3.23 .9. .5.46
. 2. 9 6 23 25 33 "2 'TEACHERS 1813 18 . 3 23 . 60 1r 3.62 .5 4.12

3.1 38 13 10 27 3 DEPARTMENT H:EADS 230 3 . VI .40 41 .3.33 .4 3:45
.8. 3.1 35 I 13 26 . 24 4 OTHER ,CERTIFIE0 STAFF 231 . 2 - 1 22 3 40 36 3.1111 .5 2.119
.9 3.32L 4 2 A 11 29 '. 53 5 NON CERTIFIED' STAFF 47 4 . 23 .. 64 9} 3.69 .5 2.10

. 46 YOUR LEADERS -Usk. /HAT
. THEY AVINO oUT To NAM

THINGS 'ETTER
. '2.22 20 13 17. 27 13 la 1 STUDENTS 7493 74..1 . . 4 . 14 - 21 Z 31 : 20 3.12 a .4.14
.9 2.64 1 7 a 31 26 11 2 TEACHERS 1813 15.-. 2 1 . II 27 ... 34 .-'11/ 3.34 5.14
.11 2.113 38 2 2 . 27 22 14 3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 230 3 -. : 111 22. 36. 41 .3.12 .6 4.1111

.5 2.54 AS 2 2 22 20 17 . 4 OTHER CERTIFIED:STAFF 231 2 .4 a.: 311 36 3.54 .6 ALM&
.9 2.119 4 IS 4 30 17 110 5 NON COT IFIE0 STAFF - 47 . 1 - 15 . 17 .. 55I 9 3.54 .7 4.17 .

47 mums AR8-0114441140 su
THAT YOU OR YOUR PEERS CAN

_

MELP MARE oacitssous ..

.

.9 3.05 20 11 22 27 12 . 7 1" STUDENTS 7493 76- 1 . 4 .,10. 36.:., 21 i. 20 .3.1D5 .9 6.10 .
-9 3.40 1 3 14 35 25 .. 12 2 TEACHERS 1113 16% - . 1 : . 1 . 36 : 45 . 1123.45 . .6 .5444
.5 2.44 34 4.24 24 11. '3 DEVARTMIIIIT HEADS 250. 3, 4 - 274. 281 . 401 .11.411 ...6 :4364 .
.s 2... 33 I 2 21 21 . 11 ' OTHELCUTIFIED STAFF ... 291. 1 . 4 '... 30 :.. as , 34 MAI . .6 .441.

1.0 2.35 ' 4 11 .017 32 13 19 5 Nces-conarlso STAFF 47 . . 1 4 :. MI 211 '.. as -1 &OM . . 11231
- 41 MOST.ALL muRa_TUMTNER .

. TO GET THE 405 DONE
. 3.11 21 -. 12 19 26 13 1, 1 STUDENTS 7493,- . 761. :1111 4 i.. 11 221.,.. IN . 2114655 .9 4.711
. 2.84 '10 P-2 9 31 28 - 21 2

.
41/AXPIT

11111 La'. 2 . 4 . RR ?JR .- 124413 - AA* .
. 2.81 " 34 3 28 26 14 3. DV HEADS 250 3 , :- - . 9 . Me m . 41.4.41 ; .3 3.1141

... 3.31 35 3 3 22 21 . /1 4 0111065 csansua STAPP .. 231 . 2 : . , . .. 734 al . 353.42 .4 1.011.
1; LAI 2 4 2 31 23 , /14 5 NON CUTIFIED.STAIA , . 47 . 8 . ... 4 '.- 321./+-311. /R&M - 4414 .
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011,0101
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69 YOUR LEADERS SHAARE WITH
. YOU MOST AU. THE, INFORMA

TION YOU NEED OR WANT

1
1.0 2 1 1 2 1 . 11 1 STUDENTS 7493 7 21 3.1 .9 5.03
.9 1. 2 . 22 2 -TEACHERS 1813 1 1 3.59 ...6' 5.15

3 1 1 . 22 3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 250 . 40 .3.58 .5 .4.40

. 1 2 20 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAF 231 3. .5 3.49
1.1 2 1 . 32 5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 47 az 3 .7 4.49

-50-14037-111-76Er-AZ
AND HELP EACH OTHER .

1.0 2 1 2 14 11 1 .StUDENTS 2 .9 ioli

a 2 24 27 . 2 TEACHERS 1813 .. 2 11 :5 3.01
3 24 20 3 DEPARTMENT HEADS 250 4 .5 4.51

1. 23 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAF . 231 19 .5 4.02
17 3 47 _ 5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 47 11 .5 3.44

51 INFO ON NHAT YOU DO AND
HON WELL 'YOU DO IT IS USED
TO HELP SOLVE PROBLEMS

9 2. , 2 14 1 26 14 8 1' STUDENTS 7493
1

3.1'
3.42

.9 -4.77

.8
2.4
2.61

1
3

ID 1 3
2

2
22

14
10

. 2 TEACHERS
3 DEPARTMENT MEAD5

1813.
250 3.3

.67

.61
.5.59
4.09

9 2.7 3 2 22 14 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAF 231 3 ...6 4.11
1. 3..00 3 11 13 21 5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 47 3.35 .7 .2.22

52 iltrte-031-sicifairk H

I.
THEIR PEERS AND PEOPLE BE
pow .914991 "TO MAKE DECISIONS

1. 2.17 2 15 1 24 12 V 1 STUDENTS 7493 7 2 301 .9 5. /5

.9 2.51. 1 5 1 .34 27 14 2 TEACHERS 1813 1 1 3.6 .6 5.60

.54 2.73 35 1 24 22 13 3 OEPARTMENT HEADS 250 .1 4 3A 'AD 4.44
92 2.11 35 1 24 15 19 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAF 231 . 35 24 .5 4.28
.96 2..57 2 19 34 19 17 5 NON CERTIFIED STAFF 47 -. 11t 3.2 .8 1.69

-
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CONFIDENCE AND TRUST
. ITEMS 01 00 05 12 14 15 16

17 13 26 32.41 64 411
2.13 1 STUDENTS 3.011 4.66
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94 2.81 29 5 6 22 I 20 2 TEACHERS 436 20 2 20 44 29 3.57 .6 4.84
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- --
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I

.
i
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1: 11I3 1 STUDENTS 1792 BO 7
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1

44 YOUR PEERS ACCEPT WHAT
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11 9 1 STUDENTS 1792 80 7
231 18 2 TEACHERS 436 20 3
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21 11 1 STUIIENTS 1792 BO 4,
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.91 2.251 9 12 IS 33 17 10 I STUDENTS 1792 SO.. II 3 '14 27..37 194.21 i01.6 5.24
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2.11 2 TEACHERS 3.48 4..76

ONTIRIL
TEM 06 20 29 31 36 42 43
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SCHOOL WO SYSTEM NAME

ALL RIDDLE SCNOOLS UMW! ..01, MJ. somaLs. 1I SuRvIT ,
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TEACHERS TO 34/T. HEADS

. SHOULD BE larnmsrsr126.
__,FREotricy3_

AN 9 0 AA
N

FREQUENCY

..5AN g 0 AA

. 2.2 2 .' 32 17 . 14 TOTAL ' 1985 100 .. 6 4 , 13 . 24 14 ; 8 3.14 . .44 4.64

I. 2. 1 ID 17 . 17 1 BLACK 273 13 6 5 . 16 as -: BS 11'3.09 .93 3.44

1.0 2. 2 32 17 . 14 . 2 WHITE , 1661 6 6 4 ..- 17 - 29 . 36 4 3.14 AI* 4.7s,

1.0 21. 24 31 13 18 . 3 ORIENTAL 12 2 7 - 27 , 24 '.. NI . 42.03 .99 3.77
.. a 19 am as 13 4 ANIRICAN INDIAN 15 . 4 ., 16 .. 37 ... 47 . 2 3.1.4 ..44 .4444

1.0 2. 14 . 32 19 . 24 3 PUERTO RION 4 10 6 11 14 - 44 1 /.10 /003 2.84
1.0 2.3 23 30 21 14 6 MEXICAN AMERICAN 13 4, 5.15 33,- 37 . 7 .3.14 .56 442
.9--2. 10 - 54 17 LI 7 CUBAN . 5

14
1. 11 /5 '.. 61 . 1 3.41 . .84 .642

STUDENTS 1729 IT . 1 4.19 29 36 5 3.09 .90 4.61I. " ?..., 23 34 1 7.--J

1.0 2. 1 15 34 1 .17 1 8LACJI - 24$ 14 3 . 5 .. 111 as 34 7 4.47 ..94 3.43

1. 2.1 25 34 1 12 2 WHITE 1413 82 . 7 4 11 30 36 4 3.10 .84 4.81

'
44 7.i.,_46 29 39 33.0 .92 4.47

- _..!

.9
_._

2.
.

6 A 2 21 TEACHERS 254 12 . 1 1 3 . 22 :i !HI 32 340 .47 4.01

.8 2. . 1 2 2 11 1 BLACK 27 . 10 . 1 7 , is 31 42 339 .73 3.04

.9 2. 7 I 2 22 2 MUTE ' 228 89 1 .1 :- S 22 )4/ 31 .3.31 .67 .4.14

3. 21 3 OTHER 1 2 15 . 83.- 3.61 .44 .5.39_.t

-

,k_1, _6

--

_

i ...

. '
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-r-------artiTEM NAME

sworkai7;."-;;;;:iCilooks,
SIMVElf

SHOULD BE

4.v
AN

..... ..,

IS
____FREOUENCy_

:2; 1

AN S 0 AA

ITEMS 01 02 03 04 05 04 N % -?

MI. YOUR LEADERS HAVE FAITH
AND TRUST IN YOU

..

-..--.

.94 2.61 11 34 23 27 1 STUDENTS 1729 37 . 1

.81 3.40 29 5 9 17 .31 2 TEACHERS 256 13

1

02 TEANNORTI IS USED TO
IMPROVE THINGS

.91 2.33 1 5 19 38 22 141 .1 STUDENTS 1729 87 . .1

.95 2.76 28 2 6 2.1 23 11. 2 TEACHERS 256 13: 1

,

-----113 YOU OR 'TOUR PEERS CAN
TORE PART IN IMPROVING
THINGS

.94 2.22 1 '7 21 41 IS 12 1 STUDENTS 1729 87 . -

.93 -2.89 29 2 4 21 22 22 2 TEACHERS 256 13 -

04 rbus LEADERS ROAR WITH
. YOU IN SUCH A WAY..DIA.T. yOU

LIKE TO DO WHAT THEY ASPECT
1.05 2.34 1 5 23 34 11 181 1 STUDERTS 1729 47 . . 4
.94 3.04 29 3 5 14 21 21 2 TEACHERS 256 13 --

. 0 of , ' v.', Tr.

. IN YOLK LEADERS
1.06 2.83 1 4 11 7 BO 21 2 35 1 STUDENTS 1728 67 . '.

AM 3.11 29 2 .2 14 21 :' 32 2 TEACHERS 256 13

.*
06: YOUR LEADERS USG WHAT
THEY KNOW ABOUT NON YOU ARE
posse TO .111.13.404.1. IMPROVE

1.03 URI 1 . 1 15 21 24 . aa 1 .STUDIENT1 1729 2 .. I
1.02 2.13 28 3 12 21 21 . III 2 TEACHERS 256 /3 ..
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AA

V.

SHOULD BE
FREOUENCY
5 6 7 6

AN 5 0 AA

07 DECISIONS ARE RADE
THROUGH TEAMWORK

11 1 STUDENTS
19 -2 TEACHERS

-011-vouR [FADER'Sistscuss--
HITH yOU OR YOUR PEERS MAY
TO IMPROVE THINGS.

5 27 32 19 14 1 STUDENTS
3 7 20 24 10 2 TEACHERS

.1729
256

87 4 3
13 1 I

----097113CR-EMENS-TREAT-TOU--
IN MAYS lomicm MAKE YOU FEEL
IMPORTANT

35 34 14 10 1 STUDENTS
9 17 21 22 2 TEACHERS

1729
256

.22
7

PACIE103

14: 36 3.0 .8 5.07
. 25 34; 32 3.3 .7 3.83

87. 3 3 14 36.42 LL .8 5.48

13 I 1 4 21 39 3 .41, 4.50.

1729
256

17. 4
13 I

--1-0-1'00-0a-iftla-PEEILS-TAKCAT-7"
PART IN RAKING DEC ISIONS
HHICH AFFECT YOU

16 3 snows , 1729 87

21 18 2 TEACHERS 256 13

1.03
1.02

2.54
2.64 30

17 13
10

29
19

-

2C
20

lEAIIENS-INT6rOOD-I
15 FRON YOUR POINT OF VIEN

,91 I STUDENTS
25 2 TEACHERS -

/729
256

--12 TRiiE AND COMPLETE INFORJ
NATION IS USED TO RATE NHA
YOU KM YOUR REEKS GO

1 2 TEACHERS ,

1729
256

2 1 STUDENTS

87
13

3 23 34. 35
4 zs 40 31

9
2

21

.8 5.36

.6 4.49

33 28 2 .9 4.
23 39 31W1J. .65 5.03

3 13
4

33
20

39
43

.8 6.
3 .6 3:98

87
13

11
3

3
a

12 23
17

48 .8 4.
44- 3 ti .6 5:
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IS _

TENS 13 14 35 14 17 10
.

SHOULD BE liitligif
score

MY 1. c." ,FRC---QrCji
AN S 0

-
AA

N %
FREQUENCY .

AN 5 0 . AA
,

.

3 YOU MIEN HOW THINGS ARE
.

ROM YOUR LEADERS POINT
, VI IN

2. 2,9 2 14 IS 37 17 1 1 STUDENTS 1729 57 v 10 4 - 10 31 2 33 2, 3413 .119/ 4.14
2411 29 4 1 20 20 2 2 TEACHERS 216 13 .. 1 1 : , 25 . 37 . 32 .3.47 ...6111 3.40

4-LEADEIWANCEILTIIKAT-
HEY SHOULD KNOW IN AN WEN
AY .91 .TIHISE INVOLVED

,

.90 2.03 1 23 24 29 12 1 STUDENTS 1729 07 i.. 19 . 4 : 19 30 . Z9 2 3.04 . .09 4..91

.11 2.74 29 7 4 az 24 1 2 TEACHERS 234 13 .... 4 . 1 5 20 . 41 .t 31 1.52.. .69 4.34
-

-

5 YOU FEEL cLose ut Yowl
EADERS

.91 1:95 1 6 37 34 11 1 1 STUDENTS 1729 07 , ,7 10 30 25 .. 24 2 2.73 .99 .3.43
1.04 2.71 29 2 10 20 19 . 2 2 TEACHERS 254 13 .. L 1 1 - I - 25 .:. 34 31 3.41 .71 .4.211

.

6. TOUR LEADERS. LEAVE TOU
E TO CONTROL - TOUR

EHAVIOR '
.99- 14110 I 5 43 21 12 1 - 1 STUDENTS 1729 1171: .3 11 :1ST 25 . 23 2 2.49 .99 3.10
.1/3 3.46 29 3 . 3 - I 12 ...$ 2 TEACHERS 256 11... -..2 1 : 3 . 14 e 49 .. 31 3.64 .'..62 1.20

7 Allial. DECISIONS ME MADE
a . HET ME EASED. 0111INFO..TOU

HIM IS. RIGHT MM. FAIR
.94 224 2 9 21 2 31 11 : 1 1 STUDENTS 1729 1171..3 , 3.11 . M. 411 2 11014 .941.00
.09 1.0 21 1 2 11 29 2 2 TEACHERS 256 1.41,4 .3 .. .. 1 .: .2 - 14 ::. 67 a. 31 .1.11 .2Z.:2.112

.

I. TOM FEEL ;Falemen, IlliTH
.. MOMS .

1.09.171611 2 1 15 30 111 . a 1 STUDENTS 1729 117/.....4 . - 5 .v. .. 21 5.010 : . 2440 ... .91121.17711

9CL34111 21 2 2 ... U 14 3 2 TEACHERS 256 lIT:4, 1,..,i , Lk .417 . 31...545 .6167bill
.4.4

p
.
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SYSTEM NAME

ALL-M1DDLE SCHOOLS UMMARV.OF.A1L SCH1OLS.IN SURVEY.

TE

CRITICAL ITEMS/
TEACHERS N V

10 ITEMS WITH HIGHEST INTE ITV SCAR

AND C LETE INFORMATION IS.USED TO
wHAT v AND v R PEERS OD.

OU LEADER US YHA THEY KNOW'ABOUT !HOW'

:

OU RE TO H P YOU IMPROVE.

I

"
=18 R EE TA A PART IN MAKING

1G CH rof 7 YOU.

SO THAT YOU przeour.
OCTsfOrtS:

47 TH1 S
iscear c

41 Epp
I1LEAPE

14 EADERS ARE
H OEN dAY

40 4OSJ AL

SHOULD BE
FREQUENCY

IRECTAOMSJ rag IMPROVEMENT

J NT UNDER ABIDING OF EVALUATIVE GRI-
T IA S.Iz,La SE ESTABLISHED AND,JTIr.
L1 ED.

ERS-MAK -ER-EFFORT-TO OBTAIR AND
US INFORMA ION AMU( SUBORDINATES'
BE VIOR TO MAKE POSITIVE CHANGES.

DIVE SUBORDINATES IN MAKING DE-
IGNS WHICH AFFECT.THEN.

ORGANIZATION SHOULD BE graucrum
THAT-SUBOKDIARTVINPUT IS-USE) FOR--
1NG DECISIONS.

BECAUSE OF THE NAV P LE IN THE ORGANIZATION'WORK CO-
S WORK TOGETHER. 0 ATIVELV ON JOINT, PRIBLENS. IREAT7

I 'SURORDINATIS AS EQUALS. ,

THEY SHOULD Krum IN L DERS SHOULD RE WILLIMG.TO LISTEN To
ES-ioto-ArE-INVoLVEU:--- -S DIMATErifITTT-THE-ATTITUICToAT

T SUBORDINATES CAN-PICNICE HELPFUL
I ORMATION.

R TO,GET THE JOB DONE DERS ESTARLISH A STRUCTURE WELCH
E BLES COOPERATIVE GROUP.INTERACTION.

46 OU LEADER
TH1tICS

20 IDEAS F
L COW

43

THEY 0FIND OUT. TO. I ORMATION ASCUI1VMORDINATES IS USED
--coopturnit7mIzariar avnia-mo
1DANCE.

ROvE-THINGS COME FROM I ORMATION FOR OPERATION AND IMPROVE-
T OF THE ORGANIZATIOW IS GATHERED

F ALL LEVELS. '

ARE PART I JU. ING YOUR PERFORMANCE. 0 ORTUNITIES FOk SUBORDINATE PANTICI-
IONAN-EVALIMIION-ARS-1401/IDED-FOR.

PAGE3 .23

INTENSITY
srnac

Wig. .

251

241



0

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for .

LEADERSHIP

SCHOOL COOS REPORT DATE LEVU

0034-002 0611.01I6 DEPT.. SCIENCE

ISUINIART of. Au scHuoLs.IN st-si%re4

SYSTEM NAMESCHOOL NAME

IMPROVEMENT LL MIDDLE SCHOOLS

rue/A3
ProAMA

1.

1.02

.6
1:03
.1/4
.94
. 9

/9
FREQUENCY

? AM S 0'

.30 0 2 IT

tad 11 11 1 16

2.24 8 7 2 LT

AA

2.54 15 5 1as 11 12
1.79 1 29 3
2.411 4 . I 1
-2.03 13 6 2

1.04 1.23 3 1 2

.97 2.29 9 13 1

1.00 2.22 41 . 8 2 3 17 13

-Al 1 3 2.17 13 3 OTHER

. 99 2.84 34 2 24 TEACHERS

1.03 2.91 24 3 16 . 29

.99 2.66 30

14

14

24 16
14 15
6 4

19 15
16 1

1 13

16 12

ALL ITEMS
STUOENTS TO TEACHERS

TEACHERS TO DEPT.. HEADS

TOTAL

. 1 BLACK

2 WHITE ..

.3 ORIENTAL
4 AMERICAN INMAN.

. 5 PUERTO RICAN
- 6 MEXICAN AMERICAN

7 CUBAN

STUDENTS

1 BLACK

2 WHITE

18

19 23

1 BLACK

2 WHITE

3 OTHER

1193

256

1483

12
19

6
9

1568

230

1287

51

225

28

SHOULD SE
FREOUENCY

AN 9 t; SA

252s'

243

oms

PAGE4.01

INTENEUY.

37 9 314 .89 4.86
25 30 1 2.97 .9 3.23

21 SS 9 11.17 .8 4.110

21 . 33 1 3.1 .8 3.51
21 ;.. 36 .11 3 1.0 3.11
ZS 15 1 2.3 .9 3.53
27 . 37 3.0 1.0 3.21
19 RC 10 5.3 .7 0.76. .-

28 34 .911 4.43

26 27 1 1.9 .9 3.22

29 38 5 301 4.86

Se 4.10

21 3 3.11 .6 4.30

16 4 2 5.5 .6 4.05

21. 3 9.3 .6 4.35



rtMln

. 9

.71

. 98

.99

.97

.92

1.03
1.04

1.04
1.06

1.04
1.01

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

tor

.LEADERSHIP
IMPROVEMENT

PA0e4.62

solooLcom LEVEL

0036-002 [F01/71;41: DEPT'SCIENCE

SCHOOLNAME SYSTEM NAME

ALL RIDDLE SCHOOLS UNNARY .0F ILL SGNXILS. IN SURVEY .

IS
FREQUENCY

2.45I 1

I
AN

9

2
S

3
3.38 2

2:43 3 17 I
2.73 3 7 2

2.22 3 6 20 3

3.01 30 4 1

2.34 2 21
3.44 29 1

2014 2 4 12 3
Sou 30 1 6 1

2 4111 2 12.- II
.11.421 29 a 13-1

O AA

TENS 01 02 03 04 0506

LYOUR LEADERS HAVE FAITH
TRUST IN YOU

2 2 1 STUDENTS
2 3 2 TEACHERS

2-TERNW0RK711-01107TO
WROTE THINGS

2 1 1 STUDENTS
1 2 2 TEACHERS

StVOU-da7YOUVMEAS7CANT--
AXE PART IN IMPROVING
H1NGS

-I STUDENTS
2 2 TEACHERS

DUYELT-MORK,WITH
OU III SUCH A WAY THAT VOU
IKE TO 00 WHAT THEY EXPECT

IR 1 1 STUDENTS
20 3 . 2 TEACHERS

TO
17

05.VOU HAVE FAITH AMC Tausrt
IN YOUR LEADERS

1 STUDENT&
3 2 TEACHERS

22
2

2
al

cvoua amass USE WHAT
HEV.KNOW ABOUT HOW YOU ARE
1NG TO. HELP.VOU.1MPROVE
1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

25 3

244

SHOULD BE

N
FREOL/ANCY___

. 0

1564 87 4 1 13 26 54 a
225 13 1 . 13 54

-
1364 7 4 2 11 35 34 3

225 13 3 23 42 52

1564 87 5 2 11 34 34 3
225 13 49 3

1564 87 . 4 3 13 31 46 3
225 13 /5 50

1564 87 3 -10 22 ST . 4
225 13 1 aa .32

1364 87 .a 3 11 27 . 3
225 13 . .1 1 23 41 32

--INTENSITY
SCORE

VuOIA4
NWT.

3.41 .77 4.60
3.75 .5 2.37

3.18 .81 4.20
3.115 .62 5,04

3.20 .41 5.04
3.11. .5 4.10

3.34
3.69

3.44
3.11

3.35
3.011

5.22
.5 4.31

4.32
.4 4.60



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY
fa
LEADERSHIP
IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL CODE REPORT DATE LEVEL

PAGE4.°3
0036.002 06/10176 DEP7+.SCIENCE

SCHOOL NAME SYSTEM NAME

AL L RIDDLE SCHOOLS UMMARY-.OR ALL SCHOOLS. IN SURVEY .

is
t. - - . .

'

SHOI.ILD BE zNIENSL

4.....1".a
.

FREQUENCY - FREQUENCY
ITEMS 07.08 09 10 11 12 N 14

07 DECISIONS ARE RADE

..

THROUGH TEAMWORK .

1.00 2.15 27 34 17 12 1 STUDENTS '" . 1568 ST,- .5 -4 20 31::37. 3.-3.09 .89 4.92

1.04 2.70 2 9 25 16 21 2 TEACHERS 225 13- .1 24..42 32 3.59 -.575.59

.

- ...._--
---Tha TOUR LEADERS DISCUSS

W1TN VDU OR YOUR PEERS WATS
TO Immum THINGS. .

.

1.05 2.22 28 31 18 15 I STUDENTS 1568 87. 5 2. 16 33 41 .3-3.21 .43 5.27

.44 2,84 3 6 23 17 23 2 TEACHERS 225 13 1. 3 21 43 32 3.56 .465 4.60

.

'

-- . - ---097YD5*-L-10-ER-S litarifaff- ---,
IN WAYS WHICH MAKE VOU FEEL
smpo&TANT

.98 1.97 36 32 14 id 1 STUDENTS , 1568 87- 5 4. 21 '31 3 3.09 .88 5.66

1.00 2.85 2 I 6 22 13 24 2 TEACHERS 225 13 4 20 44 3 3048 62 4.64

..,

10 M--0R-V0INVNEEITTAXE-A.
'PART IN MAKING DECISIONS
WHICH AFFECT.VOU -

'3
.96,2.16 24 36 17 11 I STUDENTS 1564 87. 8 6. 23 31230 2.92 .93 3.91

1.00 2.73 3 2 7 24 17 20 2 TEACHERS 225 13 2 25 40 32 3.15 .58 5.14

..
.

. .

.

..
.

ii-vouR LEAotkr-arciw-wid I ,

.97 1.97 13 33. 31 13
'As
9

FROM-YOUR POINT OF VIEW
1 STUDENTS 1568 87 7 3 18

'2
30 :49 3-3016 .86 6.10

.94 2.89 3 A 7 16 22 23 2 TEACHERS 225 13 2 20 44 32 3.62 . .54 4.15

12 TRUE AND COMPLETE INFOR
RATION IS USED TO RATE WHAT `
YOU AND TOUR PEEPS DO i

.1.04 2.47, 14 15 30 18 14 1 STUDENTS 1568 87 10 3 13 26 45 3 3.30 .85 4.711

1.03 2.76 2 a 18 16 19 2 TEACHERS' 225 13 .1 1 1 21 44 32 3.61 .60 5.41

,

2

245



'7

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for

SCHOOLCODE REPORTOATE LEVEL

0036-002 06/10/16 DEPT, :SCIENCE

LEADERSHIP 8CH9OlNAME

IMPROVEMENT ELL. RIDDLE SCHOOLS-

SYSTEM NAME

SUMMARY OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY

PACIE4.°4

IS
, TENS 13 14 15 16 11 18

' SHOULD BE ----1311111

o.....
ammo

,;., -- --f-EEOP-ktiqL--,
AN S

3
0

-

1 I
225

FREOUENCV

, .91
. .6

3.4.0

8 ows
AA

I I
..

1 3
1

1
2

1
1

3 YOU RHIN HOW THINGS ARE
RON YOUR. LEADERS* row

.F YID'
1 STUDENTS
2 TEACMERS

11111E

11211111
.1
.

' 4-1LEADER4 AKE 1ULo IIIHAT7
HEY SHOULD KNOW IN AN OP
AY BY :THOSE. INVOLVEDI 211 1 STUDENTS

2 TEACHERS 122501. : ...:
_NE 1

.:
1 3 2

. I 5

. 1 a r II

LITISST'Unal. TS
2 TEACHERS

48
125 111111111

113111121:

111111111::
8
1

1.".;
...

:- I . 2 - -341 ...11
;', .2.1 .

III
-3.
2.
,

6 Y E. /17f I
TROL

L
REE: TO C011 YOUR.

Elia. iitTUI1ENTI -
1225

' .

ARE 8113111 OM MIL 1011

mi'lla:71
1 1..

01a LRAMS
1 $TUOVITS .
2- TEACHERS

. -

1564
225

255

-246-



DIAGNOSTIC,
SURVEY
'fix
LEADERSHIP SOfOOL MANS SYSTEM NAME

IMPROVEMENT la swum .ALEINSOOLUSCMOOLS

11C1100140127;

0016..002
6141311T OATS LEVEL

06,10176 ofin-t.scIaacs
PAGE4.05

IS
ITEMS 19 20 21 22 23 24

SHOULD )3E' ifitiiiiir

01.11%

.93

.71

.87
.64

.90

.7

.118

.74

v-we
P1.101

... .....
FREQUENCY 4'

AA
N

FREQUENCY

t
AN

2
5 0 AN 5 0 AA

.113-7/71
.11,41.8111

.92
1. OIL

l'ql
I la

(*PI'

le if
UM

1'1 i
:".1/

321.4

3
29

4- 13

?

....la
. 1

31
7

23
a

10
Z..

2 M
. 23

-

: 31
; 22

-------.-7ITT--71grOirVOIX7OREIS-C/

.2'16

11
21
r .

12
16

15
16

14
14

14
22

'3?
4

1POLIGIES
. 7
.- 17

. ,

.-
19 YOU 06,110118 PURI, CAN
112111116. ABOUT CJIANGES: I*

1 STUDENTS ,

2 TEACHERS

..

1368
225

87
13

.. 11

.. 2

r

3
1

23
: 46

27
26

.. 26
33
..

3
32

4
32

4
...3.2

4
32

2016
3.31

4.56
414

----2a71oF0Llins,713
:

.

10
. 24

L

. liD°Nei
: 20

:..

.
'

, 10
11

IMPROVE TNINGS. COME FROM
/ILL CONCERNED

L.- STUDENTS
2 TEACMERS

. .

. .

M

KEL CHANGE.1401d THINGS ARE
.

STLMENTS
2 TEACHERS .

22 1314111,TOUR. LEADERS KNOW
POUR IDEAS THEY..TRY ICI
pse THEM

1 STLMERITS .

2 TEACMERS

15611
225

1566
225

1566
.225

IT
13

67
13

87.5
13

. 41

..

... : 6
. 2

1

2

.. 4
1

4
1

5.24

. /5
. 3

.

i 34
: .1

13

30
22

29
24

35
30

. 11
3 43

. .

,.. 22
- 36

. 27
. 23

3./9
3.56

3.111
3.44

'2.92
3.14

,

.5.38

.4.49

,

5.13
4.43

4.01
2.112

.

,

.94

. OIL
USN
5H.711
....',:,

3
30

- 9
.. 2

31
6.38

.91

.44
'

46 &I
2. 61
., ..-:
7. .

3
29

- 1
4

,

25
3

.951-
.99.

a.,ei
M..711

3
30

2 37
7.24

, 32

42
32

12
19

14
16

. 111
211

11
. 15

al YOU SHARE-TOUR. FEELINGS
PITH TOUR' LOADERS. '

1 STUDENTS .

2 TEACHERS

24 l'OU ARE ABLE TO IMPROVE
THINGS

1 STUDENTS
.2 TEACHERS

.
1568
225

1568
. 225

87
13

87
131,

4. 7
.. - 1

, . 3
.1

13
1

2
1

.. 31
10

. 24
..-1 ill

23
24

31
2111

. 22
: 32

2 34
129,

3 2.62
32 3.30.

. 4 .3.06
3213.28

1.00
.77

.86

.73

3017
3.32

-

4.82
3.96.944.11

.90.3.61

;

3
31

6
1

24
4

256

247



114.

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

fog
. LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT.

SCHOOL COOE

0036002
SCHOOL NAME

REPORT DATE

06/10/76
LEVEL -

DEPT-..SCIENCE

ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS IS UNNARY.OP. ALL SCHOOLS.1N SURVEY

SYSTEM NAME PAGE.C4 6

....et.. ,...,,

IS
..,

0
_ 4- -

AA

,
ITEMS 25 26 27 28 29 30

-
SHOULD BE . ' INTENSE

5.5.

CORE

N_

7
_rEcP2P49_1(3._

AN S
N .

EOUENCY -,

N S 0 AA

. .
,

-
25 YOUR LEADERS SHOW THAT

.

THE KOK DONE BY YOU ANO
YOUR PEERS IS IMPORTANT

1.01 2.31 6 19.. 34 21 17 1 STUDENTS 1568 $T ,. 46 3 .1.5 31 '. 42 4 3.23 .83 4.16
1.04 2.11 2 1 8 20 16 25' 2 TEACHERS

.
225 13 . . 4 23 40 32 3.50 .6 4.12

.

=--26-YOU-5KIRE-1M011-PROBLERS

.

, NITH YOUR LEADERS. -

.
..

90, 1.7111 C 43 .' 32 10 7
-11f

.

1 STUOENTS .. 1568 87 . 4 13 - 32 23 21 4 2.58 1.0 3.44
1.01 2.23 2 4 ' 2T 16 2 TEACHERS .

alfairarlallinrEEICS-CAN-

, 225 13 11 25 31 32 3.241 .7 3.13

-:: BRING ABOUT CHANGES IN, WHAT . .

'. IS DOME
.84.-1.117 3 12 26 - 41 13 5. 1 STUDENTS 1568 87 -, -, 4 4 . 27 . 32 . 26 .. 4 2.90 ''...8 4.52
.92 2.61 30 2 5 31 16 . 15 2 TEACHERS 225 13 2 29 31 :. 32, 3.32 .7. 4.21

,
.

.
.

,

28 LEADERS PROVIDE CHANCES
FOR YOU TO 110RX WITH YOUR - .-

. PIERS I N FRI EMOLY . WAYS
,

.98 2.31 4 5 18 36 21 . 15 1 STUDENTS 1568 87 . 1.7 . 35 .. 34 5 3.14 - . 4.24
1.00 2.92 30. 1 5 21 : 16 26 2 TEACHERS 225 13 . 3 24 - 3. 32 3.48 . 3.51

..-

'29 THOSE .4414.114 CHAR4E SHOW
AS RUCH CONCERN A8CUT. A JOB

. paING .0011B AS DO LEADERS .

.

.93.-2401 4.17 23 33 14 I 1 STUDEXT9 1568 87 .- 14 . 6 20 26 - 241 6 2.94 . a 4.99

.911 2.61 :' 31 . 9 . 8 23 17 . 15 2 TEACHERS 225 13.4 1 . 4 . 26 . 30 - 33,1624 7 4.34

.

30 YOU AND TOUR PEEIErTELI.
. IT num ,. IT, UP. TO. YOUR .

. . READERS
1.04 2621 .. 3 S . 24 27 17 ... MI 1 STUDENTS Isas 81 ; .11 1 .. so a i sr ... 4. a.as . .9 .4.14
2.001 LAN 30 1 5 . 23 II . 26 2 TEACHEAS 225 13 - 4 ail . DI . 33 UNA 6 3.91

'

,..

257
24Z

Y

\



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

c

SCHOOL COOS . REPORT OATS

oossoas 0611.01111 .

SCHOOL_ NAME

LEVEL

DEPT-SCIEACE
SYSTEM NAME

Au.,oupour toms SUMNARY 22 ALL SCOWLS. IN SURVEY ,

jpAGE4.01

IS '
. 1

TENS 31 12. 33 34 35 34
,

SHOULD BE itaiNtr
I14 OILWOCAM

ammo .4. . FREOUENCY FREOUENCY

? N
2
9

4

AA
V 5

AN
. 6

3 0 AA

I

4
.

1 YOU HAVE A CHANCE TO '
11011- CONCERN FOR OTHERS

.94 UM 3 1 14 . 31 1314 1. STUDENTS 1544. ... 87 r. 6 4 .. 19 30 .. 35 6 3.11 .8 4.19
.34( 11.27 30 ' 2 13 24 ,211 2 TEACHERS ' 225 13., 4 19 . 44 . 32 3.30 .4 3.39

'
. , ..

32. TOM- LEADERS SUPPORT AND
ACK. You wk.

.91 ..2.40 5 1 29 34r 14 IC 1 STUDENTS 1564 87 L. . 6 4 20 29 . 15 6 3.07 .3 . 5.22

.94 3.13 30 2, 4.13 la 31 2..TEACHERS 225 13 1 1 12 52 33 3.13 .5' 4.11

\-; !
'"0,

33 YOU COMMUNICATE MOTH
. LEADERS. TO HELP; smgeovE

THINGS .

.95 2.111 4 6 23 31 14 ' 11 ' 1 STUDENTS , 1568 "87 L. 6 4 ! 19 , 29 . 33 7 -3.08 .9. 4.32

.94 2:1111 30 5 23 19 . 27 2 TEACHERS _ 223 13 1 .' 4 . 213 . 42 32 3.54 .4 445

%

.

,
.

1

YOWL LIADERS, TRY .13-T

'
: YOUR IMAS

1.ila zat 6 28 31 16 . 12 , 1 STUDENTS., 1564 87 L. 4 6 18 30 ,..33 1 .3.02 '.9 4.54
1.04 2474 30 2 9 22 14 . 23 - 2 TEACHERS 225 13 -. ,2 1 - 6 20 .. 39 . 33 3.411 .7 4:.44

o

.1
r ,

--)s ram. LEADERS .usE Youit 0
HELP TO SOLVE. A CONNOK
papaws,. -

.94.42:01 6 II 28 34 13 a 1 STUDENTS 156.8 A . .1 5 24 23 - 29 7 2.95 .9 , 4.54
..99 2:00 31/, 2 '6 22 18 21 2 TEACHERS 225 1 1 4 23 . 34 33 3.44 . 349

.

34 YOU ARE ENCOMAGED TO
GIVE HELP TO. OTHERS TO MAKE c

. . . THINGS IIETTER 3

.99 2.81 7 6 23 34 la ; li 1 STUDIOUS 1560 a ... Al . 4,- '4-.4 r...). s 33 .116. 3.134 .9, 4.35
1.01 2.411 30 1 11 - 20 18 . 20 2 TEACHERS 225 1 . . 1 . 2 . 3 1.6 - 32 72. 3.32 .7 3. 64

.. ;

,

1



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

foi
LEADERSHIP .

IMPROVEMENT

ATE 4111-:-LEVEL

HM3E4."
0036003; 1 06/10176 DEPT....SCIENCE ,

SCHOOL NA/4 SYSTEM NAME

ALL 11100LE SCHOOLS SUNNARY .0F..ALL SCHOOLS: IN SURVEY

IS
37 38 39 40 41 42
'

SHOULD ,BE INTENII
VOW

' i Iowl. 7
1

AN
2
9

r 3
0

4
AA

N
FR 011 ENCY

.'"
,.;
,

5
AN S . 0.,0

.

37 DECISIONS' ARE 11A0E iT
THOSE CLOSE TO THE PROOLT3
SOURCE .

3.92.95 2.24 7.15 17 . 33 16 10 1 STUDENTS 1568 ST 13 41- 19 26 . 29 1 3.02 .9
.93 2.86 32 5 4 20 20 20 2 TEACHERS 225 13 :. 2 1 . . 4 22 .30 32 3.49 .6. 4.00

"31-GNES-11111377OIXE-1111. I MONS .

IIMICJI AFFECT YOU ARE AWARE
pf THE. THINGS YOU FACE '

.97 2.12 7 . 11 24 33 14 "IC 1 STUDENTS 1568 SA . . 7 4 . 17 , 26 . 31' 6 34.4 . .9 5.36
1.02 LAE 30 1 7 20 17 231 2 ;FEACNERS 225 13, . 2 20 .. 46 . 3/.2 3.64 .5 6.45

39 WM ON TOM PEERS. INFLUENCE WHAT HAPPENS TO
YOU

.
- -

.97 .2.30 7 . 9 18 26 17 . 13 1 STUDENTS ..,.. 1548 87 :. ..11 4.22
'1

zs . 31 .'. 8 2.97 .9 3.33
.91 a.sa 30 3 3 25 19 20 .2 TEACHEAS 225 13 ... 3 . 7 . 19 . 39 33 3.45 .7 3.95

.
.. . . , .

o 40 DECIikONS ARE MADE IN ...
SUCH A 1001..TRAT YOU 00 NOT '
11110 CA61311116. THEN :OUT ...0

.901 243 7 . 10 20 . 41 13 1 1 STUDENTS 1566 67 . 3 : 5 21 27 . 53 7 a 3.03 .9 6.66
.95 2.91 30 1 4 21 22 22 2 TEACHERS 225 13 . ' 1 : . 2 . 22 ":. 43 . 32 3.67 . .6 4033

, .

... . ,
.

41 NEk0E0 MAR GETS DONE 0
CAUSE YOUR LEADERS ANO - .

.96 2.28 1 7 20 .. 34 17 . 13
frairas wont sasasHaa

.1 STUDENTS 15611. 67 L. 6 4 .- 11 .. 27 .40 -.9 3.23 . .8 '15.19
1.01 2.91 30 1 . la 19 25 2 TEACHERS 225. 130 a SI:3.48 . 5. 19

,

. 42 YOUR. LEADERS TRY. .TO CET I

. YOU TO REACH, HIGH- GOALS 0 . I

1.04.2:411 9 5 13 24 23 24 1 STUDENTS: .1568 87! L. a 4 - 3, la .. 23 -'112 o 101344 . .8 2697
1.604.1:811 30 A 1 14 IS . 24 2 7 EACNERS 225 13 ... 1 1 . . 3 '. 34 .447 .. 32 343 - .

I
4.99

I

. , ` .

'

.259_ _

4 -

0

'07



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

fix

LEADERSHIP.
IMPROVEMENT 'ALL NICOLE

SCHODL CODE

0034-002

SCHOOLNAME

SCHOOLS

REPORT DATE LEVEL

06/10/76 DEPT. SplaNcE

sySiEm NAME

SUMMARY .TIF ALL, SCHOOLS IN SURVEY..

IS
"E9u"C't ITEMS 43 44 45 46 47 40

s o

43 YOU TAKE PART IN JUDGING
. YOUR PERFORMANCE

32 16 11 1 STUDENTS
1 17 20 2 TEACHERS'

11
30

44.VOUR PEERS-ACCEPT NNAT--
15 EXPECTED OF,THEN

17.9 1 STUDENTS
10 21 2 TEACHERS

YOU AND YOUR PEERS IN.
FRIENDLY NAYS '

20 17 1 STUDENTS
IS 38 2 TEACHERS

19
16

1568
225

1568
223

1568
225

.166-VOUR-CEADERS-USE-KRAT7------
THEY .FINO OUT. TO RAKE
THINGS BETTER

13 1 STUDENTS 1568
26 2 TEACHERS 225

--------41-flifiRa700-E-ORGANTIC0-S0-
THATA,OU OR YOUR PEERS CAN

__NELP.NAKE DECISIONS
17 10 . 1 STUDENTS .

18 22 2 TEACHERS

18
22

3568
223

-170-KK-TOin-HER--
TO GET THE J08 DONE

12 1 STUDENTS 1568
22 2 TEACHERS 225

26'0

87
13

7
3

.

iActE"?

SHOULD BE: INTENSI5V

ERECyENCY_._
Pm.

AN 9 0 IAA

87 T 3
13 2

87. 4 2
13

87
13

87
13

ST
13

6

. 6

.6

3
1

3

3
a

1 2
3 22 .> 40

1 .21134
5 21 40

1 45
141. 52

3.05
3..54

.91
.6

5.10
2.95

1 27 38 1
14 48 3

4.73
4.73

1 2 33 101 3.10 .87 4.94

2311
441 32, 3.61 .51'5.35

1 51 . 3 -3.61
1 2 37 1

.164
3.19 . 4.04

.

L L .1

'-



It Nr...

1.022.d
1.01 a.o11

An 2.44
.93 3i.O2

.94

.99

.94

.9

2:32
2.78

2.24
2.94

SURVEY 0036.002 1 06110176 OEPP SCIENCE
DIAGNOSTIC

for .

LEADERSHIP SCHOOL NAME -SYSTEM NAME :._

IMPROV EMENT ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS ,. SUMMARY OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY

IS .
SHOULD BE

iREGUENPY

AIN

TENS 49 50 51 52

49 YOUR LEADERS SHARE WITH
OU ROST AU- 1HE INFORM
1011 YOU NEED OR Id MT

10 3 14 38 20 11 1 STUDENTS
30 'L 6 16 14 25 2 TEACHERS

517- IEIST-ACL- SET-410116-11E11-
AND HELP EACH OTHER

11 5 15 32 21 16 1 STUDENTS
30 1 4 15 22 28 2 TEACHERS

O1WHAT-400-00 AM-
TOu'Do 11 Is aiSEZ.

o HELP save intosLEms
11 la 15 35 18 11 . 'TUDENTS
30 5 7 19 20 19 s .EACHERS

7-527THE LEADERS-0011r1117fr
HEIR PEERS- ANo PEOPLE SE-
EN PHA, TO MARE DECISIONS

11 11 20 32 16 I / 1 STUDENTS
30 1,4 22 23 2 TEACHERS

FREaugnicr-"
1568 87 S 3 14 24 43 11 .3.2

225 13 1 it 17 411 32 347

PAGE5.10

-TOTEMS

XX

.86 4.75

.53k 4.62

1568 67 4 2 12 25 44 12 3. a. .83
225 13 1 20 48 31 3..4. .52

1565
223

87 9 3
13 3 1

15 27 . 35 11 -3.18
3 21 40 32 343 .

5.j
4.11

4.73
4.67

1568
225

. la 3
13 3

15
2

25
19

. 3S
.. 44

1L 3.16
32 3433

.88 4.96

.57 4.53

4

261

tf'52



2.27
3.01

2.1
2.7

2.73
2.91

DIAGNOSTIC
SCHOOL CODE _REFORT DATE_ LEVEL .

SURVEY 0036-002 06/10i76 DEPT- SC IENCE
for
LEADERSHIP

,SYSTEM NAME

IMPROVEMENT LL MIDDLE SCHOOLS UNNARY

IS
FRE Ott P.Cv

I ? AAi.

I

FACTOR DEFENIT IONS

ONF1OENCE AND TRUST
TENS 01 04 05 12 14 15 16
7 18 26 32 41 44 49

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

OMMUNICATION
TENS 13 19 20 21
o 33 34

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

23 24 25

ONTRAIL
TENS 06 28 29 31 36 42 43
1

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

ECISION4AKTNC
TEMS 02 03 07 10 11 22 33
37 38 39

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

INT ERACTION-INFLUEKE
TENS OS 09 27 40 45 44 47
48 50 52.

i1 STUDENTS .

2 TEACHERS

'N

DF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY

SHOULD BE:
, FREOtiEtACY-

7 r!ru

! pAGE411

I

'I

I

.'

,

.-.

INTENSI7Y
=AU]

, XXXXXI

/

. i

13.11 4.51

$

13.63 4.11 .

I 3.02. 4.54
I 3.45 . 4.17

3.15
3.50

4.06
3.52

3.1
3.6

.4.44
4.46

4.61
4.49

5. 01
4.49
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IMPROVEMENT
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SCHOOLCODE

0036-002 -
REPORT DATE LEVEL

06/10/7A DEPT- . SCIENCE

SCHOOLNALM SYSTEM NAME

ALL RIOOLIE SCHOOLS
-_. - - ------- SWINAR.1 Of ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY-

'PAOE4.12

1,..1100
ol..... W. ,e,

VS . \
FREQUENCY.-

AN S

1.0 VI

0

AM.

3 T

AA

I

:

-1

CRITICAL ITEMS
STUDENTS

SHOULD BE immusx

= SCO RE.

Ie 11 fil
FREQUENCY

Li, M.A.
N

0
S

7
0

a
AA

111752
ESSE ..
ICON

11.10

1TE
NO

II I

0 12E115 WITH HIGHEST INTE

II IS FRON.UXJ111 L
0
3

OS
,

RV
021.
T

ENT

A
X

2

TO
RON.

KAN A:210N
RADE 1144231

5.46

5.74

09

20

LA
E'

IN WAYS IKICH Cult

ROVE THINGS. ConE. FRON

5
GI
C.

I
11

F

I
N T

LI

OM
T OF

AL

TA
I

IS
RER11/4

ED
.

.

5.31

5.74

OE

311

LE

E0
RE

. 01
I

mum You om YOUR :

THINGS. .

ECISIONS WHICH AFFECT
THINGS. YOU. FACE:

5
S.

I
UTELI

SU

NI

ENS
.

-

5.22

Lag

04

32

41

Ili
w ,

HAT. THEY EXPECT.

/40 BACA. 'Mu uP. .
....

. ....._

SECAUSE OF..2HE WAY

, T .11
WORK
DO

USE

LEI I

11

:

.

SI
WU

11S

THEill .

.

5.12 21

I ,, : -. ,,

HELP CHANGE HOW

..THElf ARE.. 24SED ON

,

I

I

. i 1.9

. Is ..
9. -4. : : It.

... a IS
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SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

IS
FREOLIENC1,

? \g

0036-002 -O671RD476/ 761.-11
LEVEL'D I.C-IENCE

SCHOOL CODE

SCHOOL NAME SYSTEM QAME

ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS SUMMARY .OF ALL SCHUOLS IN SURVEY .

SHOULD BE
CRITICAL I TENS

TEACHERS

fi ITYNII7 DI 2 TEM
NTE

1SCORE

NO1 .

5.79 06 'OUR LEADERSI US THEY KNOW ABOUT NIOA
YOU ARE DOURG. 7 HEP YOU INPROVE.

07 ECESIONS A MADE I4ROUc.H TEAMWORK.

12 IRU
0A7 1041

48 ,10571AL1.1 WO

47 IHlNGS
BENS C

'° 211420.1°:

F_REOUENC`f
N I. ---5 5 7

!. AN S 0

ITEPIS WITH HIGHEST 'NYE ITY SCORES.

IRECTIONS FOR IR

DERS MAKE AN EFF0
INFINHATION
VIM TO MAKE PO

MESENITAT140
TIONAL LEINLS F

NT UNpERS8ANDING
IA UMW BE EST
ED.

LETE IPiORMATION IS USED TO
AND YOUR PEERS DO. TE

LI

.!!A

AIJI, AND
HAT

S.

PACie4.1

xxxu
SCORE
OMMX

All ACTION
DE TARIM

TIVE.CRk.
JT I-

loatriffER TO GET THE .108-DOME-. iiii"Ef4417111K-A

ISLES COOPERATIVE

ORGNMIWION S
THAT SUBORDINATE
ING DECISIONS.'

NIZED1 SO THAT YOU OR YOUR
P OWE DECISIONS.

TION.

Alicrunko
usep,Foa

EER TARE A PART_ 1/1_71ARIMG
CH OFECT-i0u:

41 kE. D K SETS DONE BECAUSE OF THE WAY
AND FILMS WORK TOGETHER.'

I OLVE_SUBOROUNTES
ci (Ohl IiiRWINEc

P PLE IN THE OMANI
o RATIVELYAIN JOI

SUBORDINATES AS

.0E-

CO-
TREAT-

02 SEC/ TO. IMPROVE THINGS. EVER POSSIDLE T 17 BE
o.

RAGESENIT IS GI INAVE
IEVEPENT.DP AMOR. IST IC
LS.

IiIERS oiDf.rat Iar ENS

TRY TO GET YOU TO REACH NIGH

O NUE pECIS1ONS WHICH AFFECT
OF .THE THINGS YOU FACE.
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY
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LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

PAGE5.°1

Up wax coal REPORT DATE LEVEL

0036-002 06/10176 DEPV! MATHEMATICS

IC.11094. NALIS . SYSTEM NAME

AU. MIDOLE SCHOOLS MARY .0F. AU. SCHoots IN SURVEY

IS AU. .ITEMS
srualans TO TEACHERS

TEACHERS TO DEPT HEADS

. SHOULD BE

0.5- -"A

inlirirr,14= En- F.Eorcy
---i 4 "

SPEOLJENCY
5
AN

6
S

7
0

6
M

lara E.'s s s 20 : 31 la 15 TOTAL 1943 100 . 6 3 17 .. 21 36 10 .3.14 .88 4.10

1602 1:116/1 11 : 111 16 1 SI 10 16 1 111.ACII 299 15 7 5 20 22 30 15 2. 19 096 .3.13

1.01 en 8 7 212111 11 11 2 1011TE 1607 12 - 5 3 17 29 - 37 . ,9 -3.16 .116 460

.97 .a.111 s 1 14 .. 31 19 .- la 3 ORIENTAL 11, 6 5.22 32 30 6 2.91 .90 2.97
1.07 B.23 4.11 26 23 17 . 12 4 AliCRICAN. INDIAN 8 3 5 22 30 36 4 3.04 .92 4.35
1011,1.80 2 10 44 . 116 7 13 5 PUERTO RICAM 3 18 24 : 8 26 . 19 5242 1.17 3.11
1.02 LIM 4 ..- 10 16_ 1111 19 11 6 MEXICAN AMERICAN 9 6 4 . 22 29 . 26 4 .3.07 - .90 4.54
la 1614 1 . I 29 111 14 12 7 CUIAN 6 7 4\ .. 15 21\ :.. 32. 21\ 341 .114 5.14

1.01.11.81 5 1 23 14 17 14 STUDENTS 1642 14 7 4.20 21 35 6 3.03 .90 4.42

1.01 :us. I 11 IS BB 16 15 1 BLACX 266 16 7 6 22 23 29 122.94 .96 3.16

1.01 Zia 4 8 24 .. 34 17 14 2 MI TE 1341 81 6 4 : 19 . 29 36 5 3.12 .16 4.71

1604 Z. 7 11 23 2 1* 11 3 OTHER 35 2 7 4 .20 29 . 30 7 .2.96 .94 5.69
... .044.% 2.01 24 2 4.11 23 24 TEACHERS 301 15 1 5 26 40 VS. 3.48 3. 75

.91 3.11 39 . 3 3 11 18 23 1 BLACK 33 10 . 1 4.13 37 42. 3.57 . .66 3.117

.91 2.811 21 2 6.20 23 24 2 WHITE 266 LI - 1 27 . 40 26 3.47 . .46 3074

I 49 3 31 . 1 3 OTHER 2 1 - 7 1.2. - 72 9 3.72 .59 9.71
-

265
.257



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

foe
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

sce:0Lcooe
0i134-0112.

REPOPf OW . . LEVEL "..-

_L.41/7AfT0
-11;01-4ATMEMATICS

.

......
.

___LICI-10.a±MUE . . ,. . SCUBA 4/VAE

ALE NID042 SCHWA mum,. ..GF ALL .SCNOOLS IN 54422

PAUE5.°2'

1
Is I-

02 03 C4 05 SII
;11OULD BE zwrissfi

.m.. I----

2
24

-

7

10
4

--ffif99-E-NcY,-1.'nlacol.)

I
1

-r
211

.

2.',"
26

11
24

..'

IL

.

1
1

164::-
301

15
15

'

0

26
13.4

AA

. 51
57

4
2r\,.34111

.

- 3
. - 1

A.

1.19.

5

1
-
.3

1.00.
.9 1

-

2.43
3.41

..

kfo'ilf01,9. LEASERS M17E FAITIV
TRUST IN YOU
1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

..

341 .77
.4

,

.4.50
2401

2.81
2. 13

2
25

25
s

_______

19
as

2 TEMINDRa 13 USED TO
INPROVE. THINGS

.1, STUDENTS 1142
2 TEACHERS 301

III.
1

4 2
.:

it 2 36 .: 34 : .4
. 7 . 29 .. 35 29

3.10
3.37

.12
- .61

4.
3.90

.

.93

.11
3.21
3.91

2
29

1 23
1 3

37
22

19
27

.

. 12
. 22

3: YOU DR- YOUR PUSS CAN
AKE PAST 1M IMPROVING

71U NGS .
1 STUDENTS 1642
2 TEACHERS 301

_ .

115..'.
15

4 2.19
...

M :..11. 4
: 3 21 42 27..3.119

.

3.11 . .11
.3744013

:5.12.

1.44.4.411
.99 3494

2
2

19
6.14

34 II
23

.i.ste
. U

32

sc sous Lassos ssu Wars .
YOU IN SUCH: A WAY .THAT Arm

TO. DO 11411 THE1 sxrecT
1 STUDENTS 1642
2 TEACHERS 301

II .. '. 4 . 2
15 ... .

- II :: 31 .$47 , 5
: a . 21 . 49 . 23

-.3.14
3.9.1

,

. .744
.. .54,343

.

1.21

10a4:811
.111811.31

.

2
25

.4 . 9
3

.: so
'. 13

21
23

,

239
...SI

35 YOU HAVE FAITH MD TAUS ;

fiN TOM. LEADERS
a STUDENTS 1642.

- 2 TEACHERS 301

,

415.6.:.3 2
15 c;....

...

: ., 1 24 :. Si . 5.4144
, a 13 4 91 .' 21

.

441
.1 -3.13

. .41 6.36

-

.,I:
14

Iglii=

-. ' a 14
'''.'11 Lgh,

t$/11n 21
IS

..

.311111
, -..: 17011111
.. st
:.` 11

DOC vow Lamas USW WHAT .
AWOL MOH ,IMY. YOU ARE
.10. 11111.40U, 1.1119011

.... 1 Asuman* .1642
2 sascssas . . 301

axe: g . a
152.:541- 11:-..,11

:: 11 as 4. 44 - 4..6.4$
.. 30.: $1 23

.

3141

.
.

. .T4.4.444
.64. sars
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL COOS REPORT OATS LEVEL

0036002 03/10,16 DEPTAMINENATIGS

SCHOOL NAME SYSTEM NAME

ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS SUNPIARY-.OF eLL SCHOOLS: /1/ SURViif ,

PACIES7,93

IS
TE RS 07 08 09 10 U. 12

SHOULD BE -7-1/"ENIF_Maas
FRE9uENSI

AN S 0
.-.I

AA

FREQUENCY
5

AN S 0 AA-

.

07 DECI SI ORS ARE MADE
"THROUGH TEAMWORK

I. 01 2.05 7 33 32 1 . IZ 1 STUDENTS 1642 55 .. 5 3 23 3 33 4.3604 .86 3.03
1.04 2.61 2 1 12 . 21 2 . 21 2 TEACHERS 301 15 1 9 17 66 . 26 3.32 .61 4.18

, .

1007V0UR-CEMERS-0E3CUSS
01TH YOU OR YOUR PEERS RAYS
TO many* THINGS. -

I. 04 2.21 4 26 31 1 17 1 fS70DENTS 1642 85 3 17 315 4.3.1114 82 4.86
.98 2.79 2 1 41 20 2 21 2 TEACHERS 301 15 4 39 21 3.4M .62 4.32

... . UM LitALIWAS TRAM MII.1
,-.

IN NAYS MUCH MEE YOU FEEL. .

SMPORTANT

1.01 2.00 3 4 36 33 1 12 1 STUDENTS 1642 85 3 22 14 5 3.06 .06 5.36
1.00 2.95 2 II 16 27 2 TEACHERS 301 15 41 29 3.51. .62

a
3.61- ,

. .

0-1,01/ cormuirmits-ran-ii
.__ .

ART IN RAZING DECISIONS .
l. HICH AFFECT YOU .

.96 2.08 2 1 27 35 I 1 STUDENTS 1642 -' 85 8
.
24 27 4 2.64 .96 3.0

.94 2.77 27 7 21 2 14 2 TEACHERS 301 15 .7 39 28 3.431 4,69 4.00

. -CE1DERS-KNI1nMETTT
. IS FROM YOUR POINT OP VIEW '

1.01 2.02 3 1 32 28 1 10 1 STUOENTS . 1642 85 4 11 ' 30 3 3.15 418 5.64
.91 2.97 26 7 13 2 27 2 TEACHERS' 301 15 2 46 28 3.59 .57 4.06

.,

- ,

.: 12 TRUE AND CORPLETE DOOR
MT/ON IS USED TO RATE liMAT
YOU AND YOUR PEERS DO

.3.... .

1.02 2.54 3 1 13 28 2 10 1 STUDENTS 1642. 85 11 13 2 42 3 3.24 .67 .4..
1.01 2.85 28 8 15 2 21 2 TEACHERS 301 15 2 .2 2 47 28 8.04 .5 5. ,

;
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13IAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

foc
LEADERSHIP

IMPRDVEMENT

SCHOOL CODE REPORT DATE LEVEL

00341-002 06/10176 DEPT....44THENATIOS

80/o0 tNAue. . SYSTEM NAME

ALL NIDOLk SONOOLS . SUNNARY .011F 'ALL SCHOOL& IN SURVEY . iI

PAGE5.04

IS
13 14 15 14 17 19

SHOULD BE .. patens*

? .
FREOUENCY

;4 g g 4-ITEM/AA
N %

FREOUENCY
a.. ..= :=

AM S
7
0

a
AA_____...........

. .

. . .

13 You nor. NoN mows ARE
FRDNIMUlt LEADERse POINT

. pip WIEN . .

.

.0 2.21 3.12 . 19 31 14 - 11 1 STUDENTS . 1442 115 .... ; 9 4 :- 22 21 32 5 3.03 .9 .3.99

.92. 2.01 27 a 5 22 25 20 2 TEACHERS 301 15 . 2 5 30 35 21 342 .6 3.14

14-1.-EADDIS-01 ToLD WHAT
. THEY smouLD SAM I N AN OPEN

HAY -.47 .1111014. IMMIX YED . .

99 2.13 3 as az 31 11 tol 1 STUDENTS. . 1642 851. 34 4 "...AO 28 30 5 3.03 .9 4.64
.90 1.94 26 13 4 11 22 IS 1 TEACHERS 301 19 L. .3 4 25 40 29 UN .4 4407

15 You PEEL cLasE TO-YOur"
. LEADERS - .

.

1.0L2.071 3 6 34 14 :12 '13 1 STUDENTS 1642 65 i. . 7 - 10 - 24 26 i 27 4 2.11 .9 3.70
1.04 1411 27 . 9 11 20 26 2 TEACHERs 301 15 .... 1 1 : 61 26 .. 311 26 3.43 .7 344

0

.

19 41SfUR LEADERS LEAVE YOU
PRE& TO CONTROL YOUR
PIEHAVIOR .

1:02--/.12 3 5 42 . 28 13 11 1 STUDENTS 1642 45. .21 11234; 23 22 -5 242 .9 1.23
.Tr 3.46 24.1 1 . .. 9 17 . 41 2 TEACHERS 301 15 :.. 1 . .. 4 111 50 27' 3.61 144

.

-117 WHEN -01e151011 OE Rum
. THEY ,ARE RASED 0410,0. YOU .

. TH1141. 13,1111117 AND. 3A1R . ..
.94.2.44 3 II 21 2 39 17 a 13 I STUDENTS 1642 4 c . 6 3 . 19 . 27 c 40 . 5. 34-1 445
.93. 3.07 . 27 . 2 3 -. 2/ 17 .:. 11 2 TEACHERS 301 1 c 4 . 20 .. NE . 24 3.58 .42. :7.39

.
II. YOU PIELLPRIENDLY WITH .

. . YOUR LIA0119 .

1.0S 2411V--k: , 4 14 ':. Sa 21 ; ajj 1 .41HGEHTS 1642 s5-14 .. 3 '.' 17 . 22 . 41 5 3.22 .4713. 116.
11N.3141 26 .''''.... 2 ... 111 . 13 .. 44 . 2 T2401111 301 196.-1-- ...1 le Ns _ 22:11.2.4 .511-2441.

v



LOML

MAZMEMATICS

SYSTEMNAME PROE5.03

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP
IiAPROVEMENT

SCHOOLCOOE

0036...002

SCHOOLNAME

ALL MIDDLE scot:mks

REPORTOATE

06/10/76

IS -

FREou5Nci-
I 2 3

AN . 5 0

3

2

3
3

3

4

TEMS 19 20 2122.23 24

9 YOU OR V06A PEERS CAN
RING ABOUT CHANGES UN
O LICIES'

1 STUDENTS
161 1 2 TEACNeRS

O IDEAS-FOR WAYS-ID
IMPROVE THINGS COME FROPI
LL CCWCERNED

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

I YOU-OR-VOUR-PEERS-XAN---
ELF CHANGt HOW THINGS ARE

32 1 STUDENTS
ONE'

2 2 TEACHERS

33 1
28 1

2 6604-Y06A-IEADERS KNOW
OUR IDEAS THEY TRY TO
SE THEM

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

3 YOU-5HARE-YEUR-EEEED
ITH YOUR LEADERS

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

UMNAR.V.WALL SCHOOLS.IN SURVEY.

SHOULD BE

1642
301

1642
301

1642
301

85 13
15 . 1

-43
15

85
15

INTENSITY
crnac

_5FREgrucri... x.coo
tow..

AN S 0 AA

5 26 21. 23 4 2.82 .91.4.30
.7 3 27.3.31 :66 4.19

3 17
3

331 5 3.13 .86 4.95
261 421 27 3.53 60 %CO

4 24 311. 211 4 2.93 .89 4.62
6 331 341 27 3.33 .65 4.13

24 YOU ARE ABLE TO IMPROVE
THINGS

31 1 11 1 STUDENTS
31 2 11 2 TEACHERS

1

...--i

_269

261

1642 85 4 .25 31 -28 5 2.93 .89
301 15 2 12 29. 30 27 3.24 .75

4.04
.2.42 °

1642 65 7 12 34 22 20 5 2.56 .99 3.13
301 15 1 1. 10 28 33 28 3.31 .73 3.11

1642
301

85
15

24
12

31 33
34 .27

3.06 .84



DIAGNOSTIC .

SURVEY
for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL CODE REPORT DATE LEVEL ,

PAGE5.06
0034-002 06/10176 DEPT, MATHEMATICS

SCHOOL NAME SYSTEM NAME

ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS SUMMARY .0F. ALL SCHOOLS- IN SURVEY

ow...
am.. .... ,.,,,,

IS
En 25 26 27 26 29 30

SHOULD BE 'flotglitil
REOUENCY v. FREOUENCV

. .mEd P
. AN-

.6
S 0 M

25 YOUR LEADERS SSW THAT
THE WORE DONE BY .11011 AND
YOUR- PEERS IS IMPORTANT

1.012. 7 19 31 20 20 1 STUDENTS 1642 4 . : 5 1 .- 14 31 . 43 - 5 .349 .79 441
.911 E. 2 2 7 . 17 - .24 24 2 TEACHERS 301 1 .- 1 1: 4 -26 41. 27 3.44 . -.7. 3.53

-267YOU-SNAKE-VOUVPROICENf-
411111 YOUR LEADERS

..911.1.46 3 1 42 34 11 . 1 STUDENTS 1642 8 - .7 ... 13 . 32 21 . 22 5 2.461 1.0 2.42
1.07 246 26. 12 22 22 19 2 I EACHERS 301 1 1 1 :- 13 31 - 22

-.
27 3.20 .7 3.27

.-

/ .

-----22 You on 2aust Pugs cm
BRING ASOUT .CHANGES. 1M WHAT
IS DONE .

. .

.44P LAPS 3 13 25 41.- 12 6 1 STUDENTS I 1642 .- . 7 . 3 - 20 31 .. 26 5 240. .6 4.44

.49 2.66 24 3 6 36 21 14 2 TEACHERS 301 1 i 1 i 32 29 26 3.24 .71 .3..66

.., .

20 Lnnogns-smovios CHANCES
FOR YOU- TO WORK WIT* YOUR
PEERS- IN FRIENDLY MAYS .

1.00 2.26 4 5 25 .36 17.- 11 .1 STUDENTS 1642 .. : . 3 . 22 33 - 32 "4 A da5 .14 4.314
.95 2.ss 26 1 5 22 22 24 2 TEACHERS 301 1 .. 1 ...Al 29 :: 16 24. 3.40 .460 1.26

29 THOSE 414771111 Donna smog. AS MUCH CONCERN AEOUT. A .106 -
EINS DONE AS 00-1.140E15 ...

a 94L PALI 5 17 21 2 22 14 ; .0 1 STUDENTS 1642 , 11 4.26 21 .. 22 6 2096 .931 4.13
.66 1444 27 . 4 - 3 .. 24 25 13 . 2 TEACHERS ' 301 1 . : 3 1 - 6 31 2 32 26 341 -. .70 .1.94

7-------10.YOU nuo.scrus Pans um-
IT MIRE- IT :IS" TO. YOUR ..

- LEADERS
1.4511AI 4 t .5 20'Z am - 14,, 14 1 STinerts 1642 41 . A . 74. 22 23 --Mk 6 341 47 .4.06

.1313160 21 , 5 . SI 23 , 36 2 TEACHERS . 301 1 .. - / : SI 23
-----

ti 44
----

. 240142- --.47`13.1119

i.
-

_

2 7 0

262
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY
10,
LEADERSHIP SCHOOLNAME

IMPROVEMENT ALL MIDDLE *MOMS
-------

SCHOOL CODE

0034,002

REPORT DATE

06/10/76

LE

OEPT. MATHEMATICS

- MrSTEM NAME

wouutrAF ALI SCHOOLS IN SURVEY..
.. -

IS
Fr.K01:ENce.

!

41 2
26 U

j sli

24'
41.

16 2J STUDENTS
TEACHERS

TEMi 31 32 33 34 35 36

1 YOU HAVE A CHANCE TO
HON CONCERN FOR.OTHERS

\
.

I 3 2 TEACHERS

-SUPPORT-AND

26 3 1 i 11[2 IrP::T:
ACIq YOU UP

; *1
1

5
27

23 39 151 I
22 2 2

5
27

10 26 33
2 9 19

3.200:COMMONItAICIIIHr---
EADERS TO HELP IMPROVE.
HINGS

1.STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

1642
301

1642
-301

1642
301

SHOULD BE
quEKr_

T?
1 AA

85 7
15 1

4 21 26
29

35

.1.

PA,E5.0 T

INTEM5ITY
SCORE

1,64.0

413.07 .89 3.19
281 3.41 .66 2.62

85 6 3 21 30 33 83.07 . .07
15 1 2 16 54 28 3.70. .5

85 6 3 21 30 34 .73.09
15 .1 3 30 39 26 3.11

.5.05
2016

.66 4813

.57 3.67

4 YOUSSICEMSERS-TATTO-CF1-7-
VOUR-10EAS

11 1 STUDENTS. 1642 85.. 7 5 23. 28
21 2 TEACHERS 301 15 1 5 29

3-VOU2ialIEW3WVOUR
HELP T0_5001E-A-COMMON,
RO8U14_

1 STUOENTS .
16 2 TEACHERS

13
2

YOWISIE-EnilliGKEIrro
GAVE HELP TO OTHERS TO MAKE
THINGS 6ETTER

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

1642
301

SS S 4 26
15 1 1 10

30
21

31. T 2.98
37. 28 3.42

.. 26

32 24

.91.4.38

.67 3.91

2.91 .68 4.16
3.27 .763.07

1642
. 301

5-
15 3

.3

IS
11
24

.87

.74 3.27

271

263



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEAQERSHIP

, .110MOVEMENT

SCHOOL CODE REPORT DATE . LEVEL

PAGE5'°8
003-002 06110/76 DEPT-. MATHEMATIC5'

SCHOOL NAME SYSTEM NAME

ALL MIDDLE 17-OF ALL scmooLt IN SURVEY_SCHOOLS--, ;
1

toutc. L.

IS
FREOUENCY

1

AN
2
9 0 AA

.

11
11

----scoarsliiiCFNAKE-WICISIOUS

.

. 18
. 22

-7'39.

13
15

: 9
25

,

1TENS ST .36 39 40 AL 42
_. SHOULD

. FREQUENCY

SE, INTENs1
-

N

1642
301

.

-

85
151-

. r
q

.. 13
1

I 5
AN

1---

', 3
' 1
I

S

20

0

27
29

AA

1111

.97
.95

2.N /7
4

Ca
2

16
5

-2- i
7

33
19

---------
33

.- 17

111
26

16
26

17
28

.

. .

37 DECISIORS ARE MADE BY
THOSE CLOSE TO THE PROBLEM
SOURCE

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS-

. ,
,

111101 AFFECT ..IOU AU AMARE
pp .7HE MKS. TOU. PACE

1 .STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

..

TOU 01.101a. War-
VariLUENCE WHAT HAPPENS TO

1 STUDENTS
2' TEACHERS

=

40 DECISIONS ARE MADE IN
SUCH A MAT.TMAT YOU 00 NOT
11/IND CARRYING. THEM CUT

1 .STUDENTS. .

2 TEACHERS

. 29

.. 36
7

, 28

_

.3.03
3.40

.11

.68
3.71
3.43

r
\ ;It
Z.

. .
1642

301

1642
301

1642
aor

65
15

35.9
15.1

1515.1

'... .11
- . 1.

.... 7

. 1

I

'4

: 6/

. 4

. 14
3

21
. II

21
5

26
25

21
31

30
24

37
44

. 30
:". 32

.. 31
:. 43

. 8
27

. 7(
24

,

6
28

3.16
.3455

2.95
3.33

3N01.
1442

.59
41

.

.9613.12
.7

.119

.64

-

5.27
4.25

3.M

. - .

4.52
3.56

\
.96 2.32 1
.89 2.7. 26

. . '

1
3

174.22- 37

.91 2013 6

. St 491 24
I
1

21
3

41
20

14
25

.

. -

1.01. 2.21 . . 7
.93.2.14 26

. 6
1

22
, 4

: 33
-.24

.
19
22

.

,PIERS
12

.. 24

41 NEI0E0 MOAN 4611 DONE OE
CAUSE 'TOUR LOADERS MID

MORK TOGETNER
1 :STUDENTS ,

2 TEACHERS
1642

301
85
15

,.

.1. 6

..2

..

-'

. 14
4

31.
21

2 IS
.. 47

8
. 28

.

3.19
3.51

.

.16

.60
5.02
4.53

1.442.13 4
.14altilhe . 24

'4
: .111

k

ao
6

. li

. AI
22
26

2 34
. 21

42 TOM. LIAOIRS. TaT ,To 461
IfOu To norm. 111611 GOALS

1 STUOINTS
2 TEACHERS

.

1642
301

35
15

r
...`4P.
...- 1

3
.

12
'I - 5

. .

. 22
24

4 JO
. 41.

9,
21

3.418
3.60

..

.
. .112
. .64

.

..

.11.116
4487

.
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

ftw

LEADERSHIP e

IMPROVEMENT

IS

_FREO(JENCY
_

I 2'
AN S

0034-0o2 .

ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS ,

2sysgat orq ...... I LEVEL

.06110/26 DE/7- MAT4EMATICS'

TENS 43 44 45 46 47 48

099 2.24 1

1.08 2.77 26

3 YOU TAKE PART IN 1UDDING
OUR PERFORMANCE

STUDENTS
2' TEACHEAS

.90 2.26 N 11411

.45.2.941 26 23 2 2

YOUR-PEERS -ACCEPT-NHAi--
IS EXPECTED OP THEN .

STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS.-

1.04 2.50 4 16
.55 3.35 26 1 2

32
12

S-YDWIEADEASyMOAX-WITH--
OU AND YOUR PEERS IN

FRIENOLV1.5575.
20 II-STUDENTS.
42 '2 TEACHERS

. 99 2.44
, 93 2.94

33
/7

-46-VOUS-LEADERS-USE-GNAT7-
THEY .F1N0 OUP, TO MAKE
THINGS SETTER

14 1 STUDENTS
.23 ' 2 TEACHERS

.95 2.14
. 96 2.40

34
14

1.00 2.21
.02 2.56

33
19

/SYSTEM NAME

OPIUM!. OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY

3.

'N

16427:85
301 .15

/642 EIS

301 /5

26-42; as
301 15

/642
301

'-'47--THINGS-ASE-11MGANIZED:SCr- .

THAT YOU OR VOUS PEERS CAN
H1ELP MAKE DECISIONS

15 La 1 STUDENTS', 1642
27 19 2-TEACHERS'. 301

---744-MOIY-ACL mak-TOCirtaa
10 GET THE J08 DONE

16 12 1 STUDENTS .

21 20 ;! TEACHERS..
/642
301

55

,SHOULD BE
/ ,Af.1.2E01../,ENCY.7

.5 .... .r.
/5N S 0 AA

1

3

2 2
ZS

INTENSITY
CORE

tl

3.1 .8
28 3.40 .6

32
.24 : 41

/ '3.1 ..86 4.62
2 3.4 .66 3.77

^

15 2
4.15
3.88

85
/5

85
15

7.31 29 33
2 32 , 34 2N 3.4 .6 3.72

293.5
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SCHOOL CODE .., REPORT DATE LEVEL

SURVEY . i 0036-002 06110126 tDEPT-- MATHEMATICS
DIAGNOSTIC ,

for .

IMPROVEMENT
,LEADERSHIP

ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS

SCHOOL NAME -----1____ ' SYSTEM NAME

° UMMARY OF. ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY
.1 .2.i

1.

'PAGE.5.10

-
"1'1' "

2.14
3.03

2.41
3.11

,

1`

11
26

101
23

is

5

/

$
2

FREOUENCY
I

Ail

15
5

.

14
4

2
s

/
/

26
16

33
13

.

3
o

.

22
25

19
23

.

A
AA

,19
26

le
33

TEMS..49 50. 51 52

. ,

..

49 YOUR LEADERS...SHARE WITH'
YOU MOST ALL THE IIFORMA
TION YOU HEED OR .11ANT

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

.

Awe HELP . EACH OTHER
l' STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS. ''

. .

.

N

1642
301

. ,
1642
101

.

1642
1,301

%

85.-
15

,

.
1. 05..
P 15

45
15

r

,
.

.

4

.

---1
Ahl

2

SHOULD

6
$

13
2

-

7
0
,

26
22

SE'

e
...AA

43
;48

,

ce., ,...,

7INTENSI

:',....,"`7,

4.41
1.99

.

3111.03tr...

1.03
.94

. ,.

1.01
.91'.

.

' 12
'111

.

3.30
3.63

...

.83

.55
.

1.
A,

.. 9,..;

4

3
1., . 11,

2
1

13
11

16
. 5

.

.. .

24,
20.

.27
26

.

43
30

. 34
. 37.

7

12 3.29
. 28 3.65

12 4.11
27.3.43

a

.84.4.62
.56

5
. Cr

3.27

4.38
3.12.95

.95
2.30
2.80

11
26

12
10

.
13

6
35
IS

17
23

,:.

13
17

1 INFO ON:WHAT YOU D0.630
III WELL YOU DO IT IS USED

0 HELP SOLVE MOO LEMS
1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS i ..1

.

91
1.01

2.31'
2.111

11
:24

12
2

171
8

31
17

7.
21

.

12
24

pz TilE LEADERS:MIR WITH
THEIR PEERS ANTI: PEOPLE lie
/011. THEM .70 NAVE DECISIONS'

1 STUDENTS
-2 TEACHERS

. . ,'

1642
301

35
15

. 9
..-, 1

3
1

.

: 13
.. . 3

' 26
26

. 14

.,-, 42

.
12. 3.11
28.3.33

.

. .16
...la

4.71.
. 3.19

..

.

.
.. ..

1 ..

.,.
o

I.

..

.
1

,

C

,

rZ,

274
266



1141 Woo,

2.31
3.01

2.14
2.78

L4AtNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
. LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

2.39
2. 79

2.16
2.8/

I s
FREOUENcy

I
---j.:0,150L-6-61,3177.f: .1.EVE.C-- :

0036-002 ',' 06110/74 DEPT- 'MATHEMATICS -.

, SYSTEM NMAe :

ALL moot* savas / SUMAJlY .0F. All SCHOOLS. IN SURVEY/.

2.25
2.93

FACTOR DEFENETIONS
SHOULD BE
EOUENC

% 5 0
!..

ONFIDENCE ARO TRUST
TENS 01 OS 05 12 14 15016
7 18 26 32 41 44 49

I STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

cimmdmIcArgimr-
TENS 13 19 20 21. 23 24 25
0 33 34.

STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

=ROL
TENS 06 28 29 31 36 42 43
1 fl

1.STUDENTS
2 TAcmEas

ECISTOIPMAKING
TESS 02 03 07 10 11 2.1 35
7 38 39

1 STUDENTS
2 T EACNERS

NrEncnorninuE
ITEMS os 09 27,40 45 4647
8 50 52 N

1 STOZENTS
1 2 TEACHERS

3.12
3.5

3.0
3.4

3.15
3.4

.3.03
3.41

pAc;e511

'INTENSI V

1

crnor

4.39
3.46

4.42
3.113

4.21
3.71

4.91
3.7.3

3.1
3.1



DAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

fat
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

Exto Icooe RESrK)e: LEVEL

0034-002 CD/LO/Ta.. I OUT. nimmourIc. \
l

.804,L NAME . SySTEM NAME \
ALL PUDDLE SCHOOLS .UIRIARIP.OF ILL SCHOOLS. IN +SURVEY

PAGE5.12

Is . CRITICAL ENS
INTENSESHOULD BE\

';'"7: ''''' ---?"

F.REOME::CY

..'N -k; AA

.IT
;STUDENTS r .," 'ThEOUENCT

5
AN 5 ,0 AA 1

, .

IA

TTY

Al,

ITE/
NO

IX IOU

09-

atA

I

L

IT
NM NM

\

i

A
,

\

PLAN
, MADE

\

1.9 ITEMS H1TH. HINIEST INTER

IT IS PEON-YOUR. .

.

ITV

S A

;I: Is
.

INV

RV

T

V

.ZII LE

i:.
1-34..

o

-.
, -.. -

imam. YOU

., .1.:- &MTH.
4-O

IN WAYS WHICH HAKE S

,

YOU III SUCH A HMV
NOT THEY EXPECT.

.1

L

, .

HOAR
DOI

SIV
LI.

T

f
;

VT

E

ITT
AYS

.
.

AS

3

IT
INV

DOG.
WIN

0. 2111E

Si U.
INGE-THEY

,

DECISIONS IRUCH ASPECT
THINGS .YOU FACE.

.ARE. BASED ON
. IS. MIMIC AND. PAIR.

RS
S

LET

L .

-,

..s.

IS

[14AI

41 1
ST

.23. VOU

C

VI

0
P ;DECISIONS.

; SE CAN
T

SO THAT.;YOU 01 VIM T

TARE PART .IN :

ORS
THAT
INS

ES T
I

I r7^-

'

71"r4 MUD
FOX

IL
IN

.

r Qi

T-
a.os

,

. 3a

07 DOC

: .,

I mamma

.. .

ASO EAGR. YOU UP.

TENNI/ail. R .,
I
T

II A I M E ari;orNE WAY . 0,

LIS

ItEr
TI
S.

I I I

I
IS1

-

..

T
. .

.
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

LEVEL

DEPT- MTHEATICS
SYSTEM NAME

LWOW .00 ALL :SCHOOLS, IN SURVEY .

IS' CAIT/CALEITRIC
TEACHERS

-,, SHOULD BE niim
!r.

r.001$
WW1.

,., FREQUENCY FREOUENCY

1
S

3 .

0
4

AA ? AA

. 59

I,

5.00
'

4:81

4.62

II
NO

06

-.ir

20

41

OS

jj ,

4.1,

.

. . r

USE
A. TE

LE
A

S TM

C
AMA

ITSEINER

OISOASS
IIRWOUTHINGS-.

GOF

NE

WHO
MEP

. TOUR

MOROVE

10 ITEMS WITH HIGHEST INT

THEY KNOW AEOUT *KNI
'IOU IIIMOVE._

8 2

ITT .S

. IRECT

.ERS

VI
'

AND
SI,

KAN
4ACIE

TI ,
MEN

ruor-rs-usco .

PEERS CO. T
LI

THINGS CONE FROM I
/I
F

IA 1
ED.

ORBIAT
Of
AL

I.

ON.
HE
LE

,., I A DIF-7
T

RED

.

ROM/MS

Jan
CM

atemar-a-me-srav
WORK TOGETHER- i
TO GET TI4E JOB CONE L

-
WITH 110U OR YOUR S

Ts
..SUB

MS.
8LES

INKTE,

I .1
_ST

1 ,

. , ,

- .

.

4..211

4.19

36

19

11111141EAriECT
isi 0

BRING ABOUT ULU C.25 5

11L ,
UTILIZED

ERS
SU00001

MATE
E0 R

'

EA

J.
NO al

13. ...I'S,

. @XS

CI

4.184 OT I

A

M THROWN. TEAMWORK. R
. 1
. T

RESENTAT
TLIXIM..L.. ..,

R.
F.

'A

0
.

E
151

AN-
1

.

AO ,

.5
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11,14140 Woo. ow7004

1.05

.99

1.06

1.06

1.07
.74

1.02 2.21

.98 2.40

1.02 2.27

1+07_1_,_4

1.00 2.14

1.00 2.4111

41

43

.24

Ls
06

.99 2.91

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP
IMPROVEMENT

IS

scHooLcooe

0036 .002

SCHOOL NAME

ALL mlocte somas

LEVEL c.

06110/76 DEPT+ HEALTH. P.E.11 SAFETY

sYsTsm NAME

SUMMART.OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY.

278

REPORT DATE

'ALL ITEMS
FREQUENCY

777 STUDENTS.TO TEACHERS
N S OAA TEACHERS TO DEPT..HEADS

I 2 1 11 TOTAL.

a 1 3 1I 14 1 BLACR

1 I 2 1 11 '2 WHITE
c

1 2 23 E. 11 3 ORIENTAL .

4 AMERICAN INDIAN
5-PUERT0 RICAN

31 2 17 13 6 MEXICAN AMERICAN
2 /a,L3I T CUBAN

2 3 1, 15 STUDENTS ,

1 3 19 15 I BLACK

2 3 19 14 2 MITE

23 3 A4.L 3 OTHER _-

2 19 25 TEACHERS'

I 2 16 14 1 BLACR

2 20 27 2 WHITE

3 OTHER -

SHOULD BE
FREQUENCY

t! g 0 AA

382 100. 4 3 12 27

54 14. 5 4. 13

320 03 4 3. 12

6 1 2 ./5

2 4 2
6 2 37

229 59 7 5 46 30

33 14 1 6 16

189, 82 5 16 30.

7 3 2_ 1. 14

153 40. .1 5

21 13 7 2A

131 85. 7i

1

pAGE..01

INTENSITY,

3.2 .84

3.2 .86

3.2 .8

3.22 .75.0.35

2.67

3.13 .9

3.0 .92

3.1 .9

3+2 +1.

.43 4.23

5.40

6 4.08

...
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

ftsr
LEADERSHIP

IMPFinVEMENT

soca. cooe REPORT DATE LEVEL

PAGE6""
0036-002 06/10/76 DUI-. MALIN. P.E., SAFETY

SYSTEM NAME

ALL H10011 SCHOOLS SOMPIMM.OF ALL SCHOOLS. IN SURVEY .

2.56
3.41

i

2.53
2.95

27

27

FRVI
I

AN
. 1

AA

TERS 01 02 03 04 05 06
.

SHOULD SE Mill
01.404

UENCY
2
.,.,

.il

,....
.. 31
. 11

3
0

2i

2
2

N

.

'229
153

%

0...2

REOUENCY

FA.

2
. 2

3.2
-1.71,,

.41

.4
4:31
2,.

.

-. 1
. 16
.
' I

L

31
1

AA

..'.:.

,
.
.7

.9.

10
3

7
1

1i

:.- 1
2

-

I' YOUR LEADERS HAVE FAITH
TRUST AUL YOU
1 STUDENTS

.

2 TEACHERS

.2:TEARUCIRK-35-USEIFTIV-
PORDVE. THINGS

1 STUDENTS
2 T EACHEAS

. l DIFYOWL-FUES-C-23
AKE PART .111. IMPROVING
MIMS

1 STUDENTS
.:, 2 TEACHERS

4
1

13
7

.229 60t .. : 3 3 , 14 i
.97 2.24
.67 2.91 21

-
I
1

20
5

'.
.' 34

14
2
3

. 229
153

AO
. 40,%..

',.:.....0

i
. 3 ', 1 . . '.

.SC etu 2/ 1 5 ., 11 2 .
1

IV .01. ll f et

OU . -YOU
IKE TO. DO MAT. THEY AXIECT

2 TEACHERS a

,

229
153

6 ..;:.-14
. ,e1

. S

. 1
.
;

. .

1.07 ELIA
1.06t. 3434

1
27

5
:. 1

;

10
A

.: 32

... 14
1
1

CI YOUR. 1.1ADEAS
1 .STILSWAITS
2. TEACHERS

. .

229
153

. 6.
4 .

44:',.

N61

. ...,

....

1.04 iai
1.06 Sal '

2
.1

t- . I
..la
.1111

-;..

1

'

: WV MOM 411010..NON. YOU ARE
110474,1411/.;YOUisoftwis
. i .stim*,,:w .

2 TILE
221113

:14 ,
i'.1 ...

.
>i

-'!;.,'

.. ..,

i

.",

-

.1.ev ci... .

1.
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1: 2.1
1.1 2.

2.7

2.
2.14

.98 2.73
1.00 2.07

.9* 1.93
1.01 2.911

1.01- 2.30
1.02 8.311

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

REPORT LEVEL --
06/10/76 OM- F.E.: SAFETY

PAGE° 93

SCHOOL COOS

,- 0036-002
SC14001. NAME_, tySTENI NAME

AL L RIDDLE SCHOOLS UNARY .OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY

IS
FREpuENcy

I
AN

2
5

3
0

AA
1 TENS 07 08 09 10 IL 12

SHOULD
-EOLIENC-T-

70

BE

6AA

'INTENSITY-

VW.> v
xX7 Al/

07 DECISIONS ARE RADE
THROUGH TEAMMORX

27
7
1

28
12

34
16

16
15

14
28

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

229
153

60
40 1

3 17
3

34.-
20

41
50

2
24

3.18
3.64

.85 5.40
.57 5.24

bi:roust LEADER; DISCUSS
'dila nu OR YOUR FILERS bars
TO IMPROVE THINGS.

215 28 19 17 1 STUDENTS 229 60 . 4 5 10 39 44 2 3.21 5.19
27 1 14 15 22 22 2 TEACHERS 153 40 4 22 7, 47 27 .3.59 .591 5.54

wrodk-CIAOtitt-TORAT-VOu
N HAYS. MICH RAKE YOU FEEL
HPLIRTANT

2 3 31 7*. 34 /9 1 STUDENTS 229 601, 5 3 14 36 39 3 3.30 .12j 5.73
27 27 15 25 2 TEACHERS 153 40. i 5 2.5 42 21.3.50 .6 4. 38

10 YOU 03 YOUR OURS TAKE A
PART IN MAKING DEC IsIDNV
WHICH AFFECT YOU .

1 12 24 33 ?a 11 1 STUDENTS 229 - .60 7 . 23 . 33 -30 '2 2.92 .9313.04
27 1 8 23 24 2 TEACHERS

11 YOUR. LEADERS KIM HON IT

153 40 5 . 16 .51, 27 .3.61 64 .31

AS IRON :YOUR .7,01 NT -.OF . VIEW
1 38 21 1 STUDENTS 229 60 7 29 42 2 3.14 .95 6.13

27 3 10 15 20 2, TEACHERS 133 40 25 - 44 26 3.53 61 3.99

T I01141 USED. TO RATE WHET
LOMAT& INFOS

. ANC1.20113 -PIERS. DO
14 . 19 ,110 2 .. 1 1 STUDENTS 229 IC .4.111 . 2 14 27 43 2 2.34 .81 5.22

21 1 20 :: 2 I 2 TEACHERS 153_ -111 -F52

273

280



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

lot
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL COOt jfIi LEVEL

0036-002 04410474 DEPT. HEALTH, I.E., SAFETY..

Smoot. Num SYSTEM NAME

IALL MIDDLE SCHDELS '.
JUNNARY-.0t. XL SCHOOLS: IN SUINEY .

PAGE6.°4

tS

7

FRECIANCY,.

AIN 1 o

._/7E313

4
13 as

SHOULD BE scams

N "%
FREOUENCY

. .,

, AN S 0 AA

-

/ u

13 YOU KNON HON THINGS ARE
FRON YOUR LEADERS*. IGINT
psf VIEW ,

.90 2.211 1 14 19 36 17 IN. .. 1 STUDENTS 229 40 ... y i, as :: 31 2 3 . 2 2.11 .941 3.61

.93 2.111 27
.

3 5
s

21 24 20 2 TEACHERS 153 .411.. 1 32 3 26 &AA .10.3.16

_ _ : :.____L__ _ 14-LEALIER -
THEY SHOULD KNOII III AN OPEN .

Oar ay. luau I/naval .

.95 2.13 1 20 22 33 15 . f 1 STUDENTS 229 60.:. 11 3 ,- li -. 3/ 2 AS 1 ,..las .84 3.26

.94 2.10 2 . I 7 22 22 15 2 TEACHERS 153 401...t 4 1 .1 23 49 26 1.44 . .22r 4:54
.

15 VDU PEN. ,CLU5E lis 90UR
1.EADERS .

1.03 2.02 2 5 36 32 13 11 1 STUDENTS 229 60 . .1 . 9 .., 19 . 33 30 2. 24111 4116 4.30
1.16 2:45 27 1 12 20 9 33 2 TEACHEaS 153 40.-.. I 3 29 62 26 3.14 :- ..55. 4440

- .

.

ri-vaat-tvicer5-Envirvair-
.F9E2 20 CON2001.. VOW

. . atm soot..
-901411, 2 5 43 . 21 13 1 STUDENTS 229 60 ,.... . la SS . 26 . 20 2 2.62 .9*-3.464
.77.3644 27 . 2 7 20

oda
2 I- .i011.13 ' /53 40... 1 . 20... 43 26 6.41 .60 -UN&

T 00C1uLIN AU WADE
NET ARE BASED OM INFO. YOU ..- -

HIM. IS ILIGUT. MID. AIM .. ..--. -
'..

.
.92 2.31 3 - I . 19 34 20 . 14 . I STUDENTS 229 60..:- 40.141 . 3.4:1.41 303.11 all 4kai .
Ilk ZOO 27 . 1 5 . 21 la . 23 2 TEACI4E4IS 153 441t.- .41 - IN . SI - 24 1441 , .117 .2.46

. ..

.111. NW 34.31-41411614047 .V3111
... .. OUR LEADERS

1.14I a. 2 . 7 21 . 21 17 L NI . I STUDENT/ 229 , 6434 dal .. 2114.

.91- : 27 . - 2 4 .. 14 15 1 24 2 TRACHRILS 153 4417p .
.

,

......

^.,74'

28 r
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DIAGNOSTIC .
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

IS

SCHOOL COOS

0036 -4o2
SCHOOL NAIVE

ALL MIDDLE SCISOLS

FREOUNC7e7

AN 3 A4A

2 31 13
3

2

23 36

27

25

33
25

21

1
2

REPORT DATE

06110/76

kWVIARY OF. ALI. sou:lets IN SURVEY .

LEVEL

DEPI.NEALTH. NI., SAFETY

SYSTEM NAME
PAdE6""

ITEMS 19 20 21 22 23. 24

9 YOU OR YOUR P EERS CAN
RI NG Asour CHA/IGES IN
OL IC1ES

I STUDENTS
1 2 TEACHERS

IDEAS FOIFWAYS- TO
MPROVE THINGS COME FROM
U. COACERNEO

STUDENTS
1 2 TEACHERS

t-vou-ovvoacmas-am
L P CHANGE HON THINGS ARE

Er1 1.1 STUDENTS
2 2 2 TEACHERS

1

3 i 32)

2 WHEN YOUR LEADERS KWH
froua IDEAS THEY TRY TO

SE THEN
1 1 STUDENTS
2 2 TEACHERS

YOU-440KE" VOUR-141471
IT H Yam LEADERS'

1 STUDENDS
6 27 1 2 2 TEACHERS

229 6.10
153

229 60
153 40 1

SHOULD BE iNTENSIVY

FRU:WV-75Y
5 6 7 .1 WOG

AN .5 0 AA
d.NN

5 30
9

2

229 60 5 6
153 40

26 . 231 3 2.110 .91 3.87

1

31 2. 24 3.24 .6 4.73

14 34
24

14
26

39. 2
27

3.23 .80
3039 .5

34 3 3.09 .91
41 26 3.47 .65

5.32
5.46

5.18
4. DA

229 60 5 S 20 3ö,2S . 3 2.92 .93 3.33
153 40 2 Z. 27 . 30 26t 3.21 . .77 2.114

229 60 6 13 27 211 23 1 2.69 1.02 3.39
153 40 1 11 24 34 26 3.24 .75 20 II

VOU ARE ABLE TO IMPROVE
HINDS

1 1 STUDENTS
2Z 1 2 2 TEACHERS

229 60
153 40

282

275

3 IS
10

35
27

39
34

1
27

3.19
3.33

.83 4.114

.72. 4.01
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL COOS REM!: . LEVEL-

PiGE"Cfill
0036-002 0C10174 DEPT+.MEALTN, P.R., SAFETY.

SCHOOL MAIM SYSTEM HAMS

ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS . ridlITARIP-OR ALL SCHOOLS. IN SURVEY .

IS .

MSTE 25 26 27 28 29 30
SHOULD BE ----ni

Dow. +a. me,
,FREO

AN

U2ENCV -
4

AA
V

FRE UENCY MS 0

_...-----

.."-
5 YOUR. LEADERS SNOM THAT ---.

MORA Dosie..wr .1fCll 440
OUR PEERS% IS, IMPORTANT

1.04c 2.39 22 3 23 1 1 STUDERTS
...---

--229 A. . 1 34 , . 3 3. .3 4. -
.93 2.15 2 7 21.2 2 TEACHERS 153 4 -. 27 ., 24 3 .4 .3.3

.-- ...

6-TOU-SRAKE-YOUW7PRUMLOO
ITH YOUR. LEADERS

.99 L.41. 1 44 2 12 1 1 STUDENTS 229 6. - . 4.0
1.09 1.12.i 27 11 2 14 2 2 TEACHERS - 153 . ,.

ligi
11

\
,

RIOS ABOUT CHANGES IN MHAT
S DOME 4.

.31 2..06 3 1 24 4 14 . 1 STUDENTS - 229 4. .1 . . .

.94 2.61 21 6 2 19 1 2 TEACHERS 153 4, -

. I

-V. T.

OR VDU TO MORE MITH YOUR
SEAS III E21611DLY MAYS . .

1.01 2.41 4. 218 1 1 STUDENTS 229 6.1 44.. : 5..3
.92 sag 24 23 I 2 1.,,,,ICHERS 153 , ...,. 24:...41 27

----;

. S RUCH CONCERN AEOUt .A J .

ESNS 00111..AS: 00 LEADEII1 . -
.93- .2.14 3 1 15, 1 1 STUDERTS 29I.V... . 4t .9 .4..

1:01 2.111 23 1 20.1 2 TEACHERS 153 - ,. zi ,!, .. 27,0
- !,

7 PC1441.17430. TO-TOUR -
<.,

LaacaLid :9 : . , a :, .1 .2111.041131 229. -%.0
.... ''.94tabal 21 ,.. a TEAC/14133

,,....,
-,t...,,,;

'...y

n

,rt

R

283



OIAGNOSTIC
RalciroDATE LEVEL

SURVEY 0036-002 06/10176 DEPT.. HEALTH. P.E., SAFETY

LEADERSHIP SCHOOLNAME SYSTEM NAME PAOE07

IMPROVEMENT ALL NIODLE SCHOOLS. UNITARY OF ALL sCmooL5 IN SURVEY

lv 00

,

IS
FREOUENCY TENS 31 32 33 34 35 36

1 YOU HAVE 1A CHAKCE.TO
W CONCER3. FOR OTHERS

PREOUENCY

AN

SHOULD

9 0

BE

LAA
-N 1

.962. 181 21 1 I STUDENTS 229 -4 5 5 11 31 .AI5

.81. 3. 11 1 77 21 2 TEACHERS 153 40 28.41

-5

2 YOUR.LEADERS SUPPORT AND
OUACK Y UP

1.02'2.1 . 7 3l 2 17 lii 1 STUDENTS 229 60 4 4 . JICE 29 . SS
.98 3.all 2 51 1 IS 1 2 TEACHERS 153 40 1 1 13 .34

3 YOU COMMUNICATE WITH
EADERS TO MELP IMPROVE
MINOS

1.03 2.10 5 5 Z. 3 19 I STUDENTS 229 60 3 4.17 30 . 38

.9 2.96 28 1 Z 19 2 TEACHERS

s Yt6W-LIARis 111771-0-411-

153 40 4 24 : 44

7Qj4 'WAS
1.02 2.08 4 7 32 2 17 -11 AUDENTS 229 60 . 17 33 31
1.05 2.75 29 2 2 16 TEACHERS 153 40 1 6 30 3.5

5 sous LEADERS USE YOUR
RELP'20 SOLVE A CONNOR '
ROMAN

.91 2.04 4 26 38 14 1 STUDENTS 229 60 3 22 32 . 29
1.01 2.75 29 1 .25 16 22 2 T CHERS 153 40 1 110 23 .;

36 YOU ARE ENCOURAGED ITU
EWE HELII.TO OTHERS 10 MAI*
MIUMSSAIETTIIR

2.211 ' 6 6 2 33 21 1 "1 STUDENTS 229 so)-411. 1 -11 21 is
1.00 2.47 20 25 19 19 2 TEACHERS 153. .29

284

-1NTitii$1
WAG

5 3.01 .901 4.06
27 3.52 .58 .2.4I

5 3.1 .9
29 3.7

5.11
4.42

.89.s:a
2 5I .60 5.

2.5. .96 4.49
2 1d11 .66 3.

3405
2& 3.10

27

.117 4.09
..72'

.84 4.74

.70.4409



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

6

PAGE* .411.

SCHOOL COOE REPORT DATE LEVEL

0036-002 01/1.0/76 DEPT, HEALTH, P.E., SAFETY

SCHOOL NAME SYSTEM NAME

Au. HIDOLI SC11OOLS SUMMARY .3F ALL SCHOOLS. IN SURVEY .

...... a,e4

IS

? AIN

39UENCY
g 0 A

TENS 37 ia 39 40 41 42
SHC IAD BE 'ENJOIN{

14...OW,. " %

FREOUENCY

L? AN 1

.
.

.

. 7. DECISIONS. ARE MADE 112
HOSE CLOSE TO THE PRORLEN

, SOURCE
.99 2. 14 14 31 2 15 1 STUDENTS 229 10 . 12 7. 14 21 . 34 . 3.02' . .94 3.42
.95 2. 2 2 6 21 23 20 2 TEACHERS 133 40.. 1 6 20 Ali 2 3.59 .64 4.11

_ 11-0/1E5-111111-1/12E-131ECI5ION5
.WHICH AFFECT .110U ARE AWARE

F ITHE THINGS. YOU FACE
.

.97 2.21 13 21 :: 33 17 . 3d 1 STUDENTS 229 60 .' 11 4 . 13 21 1111 3.13 .19 3.22

.97 2.91 2 1 4 25 16 26 2 TEACHERS 133 40 .. 1 3 21 4111 27 .3.62 .57 .4.11

,
01:1-0IFY0111rPEERS----

NFLUENCE WHAT *HAP/EIS TO ..7-

DU ,

.96 2.40 7 10 13 34 21 19 1 STUDENT1 229 60 ., 14 3 .. 22 23 . 34 7 3.09 .90 3.11

.91 2.70 23 2 6 25 24 16 2 TEACHERS/ 133 412. 1 10 301. 10 28.3421 .71 3.46

.
1

-740-0ECTITOIEVIINE-1110171111
, SLCH A WAY THAT. TOO DO NOT

. '1ND/0 CARRYING, !REM OUT . -

.91 2.23 3 7 17 40 19 10 1 STUDENTS 229 60 : . 4 5 20 32 - S/ . 71,3.01 . .90 3051

.91 2.34 27 6 24 2 24 2 TEACHEAS 133 40 .. . 7 25 ...41, . 27.1.47 ...WY- 3.97
1

.

.

,. _.__ __ .
-41-REEDID mom 0911 owe sc ,

CADSV11OUR LEADERS AND
'PEERS WORK. TOGETHER . .1

1.04 2:31 6 . 6 21230 1 . la 1 STUDENTS 229 60 ,..'1 3 14 30 .: 41 7.3SI1 .93 4.054
1.00 .2.413 27 6 - la 24 22 2 :TIACHERS . 133 40 ... 4 . 223 42 .. 27 Jai as" ii.:11?

.1--

.
42 YOUR LEADERS TR1 NO GET

. YOU TO REACH gasp GOALS
:,, .

'L ,,- -
1.1 '1.41 4 . 7 . 15 io 2 2 37 1 .srunuffs 229 ..!760,-..-... . 3, Id .. 2 idill ' . rows

L..

. .astAltwin
1.04 ler:: 22 . 1 - 9 at 1 . Li '2 TIACHEAS 133 MIL.%

-
.. .41 .. 22 3 ill

,
za.i....fris..1611

. .... .

. .

..



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

0031002
aii00111111C.

06010116 01114..116ALTMe. WWI .
7,:7:.117.'`.0102Z53011M113.113111111111311.MW

Au, m10a.1.-Issmons ;ALL ,SCAMD4111111 savor .
PM:1E4609

.
IS

. It

TENS 41 44. AS 44 -AT 44

SHOULD. SE ANu..;.;;
-

11.00/0
01 030

AMA 311
1

EflEouEricr
i

Ah
r
S . 0 AA

N .

FREOUENCY
owl 0111010/3 Vrrrt

N
is
S

7
0 AA

140
1.1.

-4

...,

to
34 .

,..1.4

To

-....
I

1
1

I,

. 3
-,A.

1
2

1
a

2
2

.

4 1
.

-

. .

i-VOU..VAIRLPART. 111 JUOGI
OUR. PSAPORNANCE.

1 SfUREAITS
2 TEACHERS

229

'
229
153

II
4 .,

' 1111
'741

I
;1 i 1I

.
-

1.114111,-PIERS ACCIIIM jdNAT
S EXPECTED .1114.,119111

1 STUDENTS .

. 2 TEACHERS

l

LO
.9

.
09

5 YOUR LEADERS MRS 111T11
, me..roult rues. 111

AIENDLY .We's .

1 STUIXNTS
A TEACHERS

,

229
153

.

.

T

I f

III 1..

.11 -

V, COMERS US
HEY !PIM 'OUT*. TO.JIARE

' HINGS SETTER
1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

.

.9
1.0

..

N r- Y tr-r-r n r a
14AT YOU. OR. YOUR PEERS CAN

XII DECISIONS
1Pr sTuourrs ,

2 TEACHERS

,

2
1

1
1
1

1

4 NOST ALL 1101111 T OGETNER
0 GET THE JOS:DONE

1 STUOVNTS
2 TEACHERS

,

c.

229
153 4 .

I ..

Z.5 6

279

1



. 9 2.
1.0 2.95

1.0 2.
9 3.

.9 2..44
.9 2.a

. 97 2..1..
. 97 2.79

,-

OIAGNOSTIC
SCHOOLCOCE REpORT:ATE ".- LEVEL

0036=002. [76110/76 HEALTH P.E. SAFETYSURVEY
for
LEAOERSHIP pYSTEM NAME PAOE""

_ scri001- FLAME

IMPROVEMENT
_ .

ALL RIDDLE SeHOOLS ISUII4ARY- I. ALL SCHOOLS IN suawc

IS
FREOUENCY

AN 9 0

.

HENS 49 50.51 52

; .

9 YOUR LEADERS SHARE WITH
OU HOST AU. THE INFOANA
ION YOU NEED CR WANT

FREQUENCY
SHOULR BE --INTraurir

calm

4 lal 3 2 1 1 STUDENTS 229- 60 4_ 31 9 3.30 .5 4.10
2 . 1 1 2 2 TEACHERS_ 153 40 19 52 27

0- MST ALLCET "ALONG-NELIF
NO HELP EACH OTHER

13 --1 2 1 STIEIENTS 229 60 2 10 21 . 50 /1 3.43 .5 5.10
5 1 4l 1 2 TEACHERS

irthkrtifliatAT7YOU-001kadr
wi WELL YOU DO IT IS USED

153 40 2 16 . 56 27 3.11 .5 4.11 .

110 HELP SOLVE PRCOLEMS
4 la 1 3) 1 ,-1VSTUDENT5 229 60 I 3 12 27.39 MP 344 a 4.54

27 4 21 r 2 TEACHERS 153 40 3 5 27 40 27 3041 .6 3.93,

cumin-ow-um
,, . PEERS AWL EOPLE ISE-

OW THEN ;TO MAKE D,CISIoNs
0

21
10 5 71

, 1 I 311

17
19
2:

1
19

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

229
153

60 14
.a

2*
23

37
43

9.3.11
21-.3.54

:.a
.6

'can
4.45

..
287

280



/,

2.1a
2.79

2.4
2.80

2.2
2.8

DI pniostic
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

IS

3cHoc.com

oce 1+42

NAME

.suooLE13. 001.3

FACTOR 0TIPEN1T IONS
FREQUENCY
i 3 3 4

AN 5 0 AA

REPORT OAT! LEVEL

04/10/76 IDEFT-,..HEALTH. Pal.: SAFETY .

SYSTEM NAME

SUNISARV..01k AU. SCHOOLS. IN Emu ,

WIDOW! ANIL TRUST .
Tams cu .04 05 12 14 15 16
7 la 26 32,41 44 49

1 SIODERTS
2 TEACHERS

.

oithisaCATDIN
Tams .13 19 20 21 23124 24
0 33 34

2. TEACHERS
1 STLIOEHTS

TRMS 06 a 29 3134.42 43
6:

1 STUORAITS
2 TEACHERS

ECTSIIBFKARTIS
TENS 02 03 07 10 11 22 35
7 36 39

1 STUDENTS'
2 TEACHERS

iShigIatTltarnirarnat-E-
08 09 2I 40 45 46 47

8 50 52
/ STUDENT4
2 TEACHERS

1.* .? 288

. 281

FAGEi11

SHOULD DE 114111111v.

FAEQUENCY
'ye

iii
8

AA
C.n

4.50
4423

4.44
4.04

4.39
4.20

3.41
3.47

III I

. 3:10
3.52

4.59
4.24

3.21
3:5

4.12
4:44



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL COD! WORT DAVI LEVEL

PAQE6.12
0034-00.2 ' 04110/76 0E#7- NEM.THe 1.3. SAFETY.

SCHOOL NOHN SYSTEM NAW

ALL NIOOLE SCNOOLS WNW* Of AA =eau ra maws

IS Cal TICAL I TENS
STUDENTS

SHOULD BE INTEULF

V.012
01.K ..... or

FREQUENCY
1

AN 5 0 AA

% FREQUENCY

/WIN
muff

13

-.as

44

- 40

12

NO

II

09.

45

07

ZO-

:

LE
EE

LENO
N I

' '

aA

.

3

10 ITEMS WITit NIGNEST ME

I T IS MON YOUR

111111

sall
1111

TO

. ILAN ACTION
UDE TARO

. IN NAYS- WHICH HAKE
GI
C

/I YOU ANN YOUR PEENS L

F

1
EN T

DOLS
MAT
ENO&

:

TEAMOM.
1
T

ROVE Tillie& CONE MON = .

al

.24

cl. 4.

14

ft IOU
THEY

IN ASLAIst NAY .

laritIVIGUWARE-.111411111NOLVEO. 1.1

T

ONMATION IS LIISE0 TO
PEENS 00. .

M
IMP

;

I

jr..
IX M.

111 Or
lTIMMS.

ilIII. ilillHI. UM YOU ON 'MYR S lul '1"'
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0. AGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEAOERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL COM *tiNA7 DATE LEVEL

0034+002 04i10/78 DEPT+.,HEALTH. SAFETY

NAME
SYSTEM NAME

ALL 11100LE SCHOOLS UNNAAN..OF Ott SCOWLS. IM SURVEY .

. Is
FREQUENCY

? 0:N 0
711.1000

CRI TICAL ITER!.
TEACHERS

PAGE1613

. SHOULD n ZMUMUiV
--

FREQUENCY
UMW

e 7 0 WS or := Higt
S. 0 AA

C ITEMS WITH HIGHEST DOE

IXECT EINT
AKER

12 TWF C. LETS. I
RATE MA Ale V

ORMAT 10M IS USED TU
PEERS 00.

LL

EA
SE

Do

2010iA5F 5IOZl
COES T OF HE

AL LE

08 YOUR 11 as
LE iii WOO

WITH YI1` OR YOUR
THINGS.

5.46 17 THEY ARE DASED Dit
IS RIGHT ARO PAIR.

5.3.8

I T
1.52 T
WILD

.THEV KNOW ANOOT HIN 1.4.07A1
You loyaovE. 'IF_ ;kW

tr-

5.24 07 TEAMMIllt.

5.21 42 YOU L
EOAL.

4O,

YOU 10 REA& NKR E V.V.Ate:

S.
1S4

5.12 ST 1111 TWA LEADERS. .&iL
CI OMS
AT ONAL.

RORDI
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SCHOOL COM
DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY .

for
LEADERSHIP SODOM. NAME

IMPROVEMENT ALE. 111DOLE SCHOOLS

0036-002
REPORTOATI

06/10/76

IS ALL'ITENS
FREOUENC STUDENTS. TO TEACHERS

TEACHERS TO DEPT. HEADS

TOTAL

1 BLACK

2 181115

3 ORIENTAL
4 AMERICAN INDIAN
5 nano RICAN
6 MEXICAN ANERICAN
7 CUBAN

STUDENTS

1 SLACK

2 WHITE

3 OTHER

TEACKERS

1 BLACK

2 WHITE

3 OTHER

LEVEL

DEPT-. HONE & INDUSTRIAL ARTS

SYSTEM N4mg. . _. -

UMW OP. ALL SCHOOLS. IN SURVEY

PAG

SHOULD
PREOVENeY

Al; g V

SE

.'

INTENSITY
,= asaa

I. 1ftN %

307 I 3 13 33 23 349 .311 4.07

83 2 1 2 35 21 3.1 .9 3.30

221 7 3 U 2 33 23 3.21 .15 4.25

2 19 3.0 .3 2.34

1 so. 3.5 .5 .23

175 5 1 23 33 7 3. .9 4.31

67 3 1 47 I 3.1 .9 4.E0

106 6 '2 31 . 31 2.9 .9 4.44

2 19 3.0 .89 2.34_

132 4 1 34 3.5

16 1 ii 1 24 5 3.4 .7 1.76

115 8 35 42 3.5 .6 3499

1 54 _3.5 .5

1

291
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL CODE REPORT DATE LEVEL

PAGE7.0 2
0034 002 06/10/76

.

DEPT.. HIM I INDUSTRIAL ARTS
. SCHOOL NAME

..
SYSTEM NAME .

ALL PUDDLE SCHOOLS UNWARY .OF ALL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY .

IS
SIDPVID
01".1ht

1.03 2.63 17
.73 3053 4 2

.97 2.56 91.

.94 2.83 4

.99 2.34 3, IL

.89 3.04 42

1.05 2.41 3 7
.113 3.12 42 1

1.03 2.61 2 10
.84 3.33 42

1:02 8461 2 111
1.03 Zan 42

FREOuENCY

AIN 0 AA

TENS 01 02 03 04 05 06

I" 11311R LEADERS HAVE FAITH
TRUST IN VW

10 33 1 2 1 STUDENTS
1 3 1 2 TEACHERS

13 35
5 15

2 TEA/11108K .15 USED TO
FORME THISGS

2 1 1 STUOENT*
2 1 2 TEACP,a15

7 34
2 15

21
3

29
ta

16
20

3; YOU OR YOUR PEERS CAN
AKE PART IN IMPROVING
MINOS

1 1 STUDENTS
2 2 TEACHERS

7b4:1roput LEADERS WORK WITH
. VOU IN SUCH A WAY..THAT. YOU
/IKE TO DO WHAT THEY .IFAPECT

22 1111 1 STUDENTS
17 29 2 TEACHERS

11
3

32
7

14
15

05. YOU HAVE FAI1111 MO TRUST
IN YOUR LEADERS

24 1 STUDENTS
33 2 TEACHERS

16
5

19

04 YOUR. LEADERS USE WHAT
THEY MON MIOUI 14011 YOU An

. DOING TO HELP YOU. 1141910VE
17 1 STUDENTS
IT 2 TEACHERS

SHOULD BE
FREQUENCY-8-

AN
8
S

r a
0 AA

175 57 2 11 53
132 43 48

175 57 6 2 17 34 38
132 43 . 3 1 33

175 57 .. 3 20 33 . 33
132 43 2 14. 34

175 57 . 5 3 14 27
332 43 2 13 42

/75 57 6 12 2/ 53
132 43 2 31

173 57 . 4 14 26 45
132 43 2 6 U 237

2
43

45

I NTEHSIIY
SCOAli

3 .76 4.44
3.11 .48 2.05

213.1 A 3.66
3 .67 4.34

3 3.04
44 1.45

.87 3.48

.54 4.36

3 340 .1116 5.94
,43 3.69 .54 3.88

3 3.31 .94 4.14
43 3.07 .41 3.73

#1.3.44
2642

100 4.42
.49 3.81

2 9 2

286



1-'1*

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

2ICHOOL CODE RETORT DATE LEVEL

PAGEL*"
0036..002 tartan. DEPT..-NOM 6 INDUURIAL.ARTS

SCHOOL NAME SYSTEM NAME

L MIDDLE SCMOLS SUNMARY .01R 411 SCNOCKS IN SURVIV
1

IS

3
0

--
A

TENS 07 -03 09 10 11 12
.

SHOULD SE

4
-IMO

Ts:
oweos

PI W.
-14-g9145-1'-4"I
AN

2
5

N
FNEOUENCY

5 0 AA

.7 .DEC IS 14S ME RADE
HROUGH TEANNOM

. 2.0 Z 1 27 1 1 $TUDENTS 175 5 . . 3 2 27 . 32 3 .2.9 .9 .4.
.9 MI 4Z 6 1 1 1 2 TEACHERS 132 4 44 3.4 .6 4.10

_
ITN Yqu OR TOUR VIERS WATS
0 IMPROVE THINGS.

I.-0 2. 1 21.3 1 1 1 STUDENTS 175 57 . 6 1 211 19 4 3. .9 4.41
9 2. 1 2 1 2 T EACHERS 132 43 6 20 43 8.4 .6 4.

- 97YOUR-CEMERS-TEERTIOU--
.--- .- -

IN NAYS 11141CH RARE YOU FEEL
NFORTANT .

1.0' 2. 2 3 1 1 1 STUDENTS 175 5 II 33 37 301 .1 3.
1. 2.9 4 1 1 2 2 T EACHERS . 132 4 $ 17 3.3 .4 3.117

O-VOU 73X-VCUIFFEER3 TAKE-1r-
. .

ANY IN MAXIM DEC IS IONS
I CH AFFECT YOU

.1 2. 1 1 1 1 STUDEI/ TS 175 5 . 16 5 22 33 22 3 2.11 .13 3.61
2.7 4 1 2 1 2 T EACHERS - 132 4 1 15 33 44 3.4 1.7 4.1

..

,

1 I-11W LT/57313-101011/110WIT-
IS FROM MOOR POINT OF V IEN

. 1. - 1 3 5 1 STUDENTS 175 5 9 3 11 31 :' 34 5.1 . N
1.01" 3... 4 1 1 2 2 TEACHERS 132 4 5 20. 32 4 111.4 -3.11

.

I. MIIE-AMD-C1M4F/X1E- INFOil
_. -

AT ION IS USED TO RATE MAT
AND TOUR VEERS 00

.941 2. - 1 3 1 1 1 STUDENTS 175 5 . 19 2 12 36 37 3 .6 5.

.9 2.9 4 1 17 1 2 TEACHERS 132 4 1 1 1 2,7 36 3. .5 4.57

.:., -

293

287

V



-

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOLCODE

0031,002
SCHOOL NAME

LEVfil
06/10/76 DEPT.* NOME t INDUSTRIAL .ARTS

SYSTEM NAME PAGE7.°4

ALL MIDDLE SCHOOLS UNMAXY OF AL SCHOOLS IN SURVEY

.9

.19 1.8

IS
FREQUENCY TENS 13 14 .15 16 17 18

3 YOU KROH NON THiNGS ARE
ROM YOUR LEADERS° POINT

17,

VIEW
1 1 STUDENTS
3 16
8 2

2 TEACHERS

1

114 LEADERS- ARE TOLD *LAT
THEY SHOULD MOM IN AN OPEN

;
141 3 1

AY .8Y THOSE INVOLVED

1

2 1 2 TEACHERS
1 STUDENTS

_

I

! 5 YOU . FEEL-CLOSE TO -YOUR
I EADERS

42 1. 71 1 1 2 2 TEACHERS
14 38 3 /1 1 STUDENTS

1.01.653.

[

2.23
.8 3.2 4

! 1.0

6 YOUR LEADERS LEAVE YOU
REE TO CONTROL YOUR
EHAVIOR

29 1 1 1 STUDENTS
1 I 41 2 TEACHERS

7 wHas 0ICISFONS-11E-140E
HEY ARE USED ON- INFO YOU
HIM IS RIGHT AND PAIR

3 1 11 1 STUDENTS
11 1 2 2 TEACHERS

you FEEL #alEwoLY WITH
LEADERS

5 2 3 2 1 1 STUOENTS
1 3 2 TEACHERS

LE'

294

288

?

REOUENCY

AN

SHOULD BE vaiiMSETY
- SCORE

175 57 . 14 2$ 3 2.90 .9 71.41
132 43 2 29 43 1636 .77

175 57 . 311 110 2 3.05 .89 4.68
1.32 43 2 1 27 43 3.34 .72 3.99

1175 57 10 11 33 20 23 3 2.43 1.02 3.34
132 43 1 23 29 43 3.41 .46 3674

175 57 11 SO 19 30 , 4 2.77 1. 0 1.117
132 43 2 12 43 43 3.73 .S0 .73

175 57. 7 5 IS 27 .42 3 A.19 .914.20
132 43 2 17 . SO 44 3.45 3003

175 57 . 6 7.18 26 2 5.11. .96 4.05
132 43 2 13 42 43 3.72 .51 .2.27

"'t



4414

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

fog -
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

;

scHooLcoot

,5035-5432
*SPORT 04TE

14/10d16
LEVEL

DEPV. 120150146.1. ARTS

---MQ204"11
5a.5.5v)oLa scnous

SYSTEM NAME
PAGE 7ASS

UNNARY-.011. ALL ,141101)111; /11 1511010

Is
FREouENcy

2
? AN 0 AA

4
TENS 16 20 21 22 23 24

19 TOY OR. YOUR PEE RS CAN
mum awn oloicas, Ill

.pOLICIES
.95 a.ce a 2 2 2 15 . 1 STUDENTS

1.01 2.SS 42 1 1 154 14 2 T EACHERS

2.24 1 1
2.55 42

0 2.

175
132

57:: 14
43 .

201O s tU& SATS iu
ImeiovE 'Haws COME FROR

LI. CONCERNED
11 3 211 1 STUDENTS

1 111 14 2 TEACHERS

1 as
42

1.1. 2 1 30
2.2k 42 7

2
/6

31
15

-T06u-55- 9555. .E3MSAM
HELP CHA/WE HMI 'BUNGS AR E
DONE

13 14 1 SEUDENTS
20 12 2 T EACHERS

22- WitElrYOUR CEEISEILS MY-
TOUR IDEAS TREY .111 TO
USE THEN

10 1 S MEW'S
19 14 2 EACHERS

175
132

57. 11/

SHOULD BE immure
FREOUENCY

A5NT 0.3 gr:

21 .. 22
. $O

2.44
43,./.111

1.00
.75

.2.17
.4.16

U 29 .23 2 3.44. .912.22
22 30 44 3.47 . 63 3.01

175
132

57
43

. 5
L

3-voirsimivicormatrass
unit you* LEADERS

1.10 2 9 41 32 10 6 1 STUDENTS
..Z 2.55 42 3 4 II 19 16 2 TEACHERS

.95
.54

2. a 2 . 7
2.116 42 I

4 YOU ARE ABLE TO 16/6Dit
HINGS3 42 14 11 I STUDENTS

5 20 23 9 2 TEACHERS

175
132

57 . 11 5
46

175 57.. 9 IA
132 43

29

se DO
21 27 44

234
3.31

. .91
.76

.

31 . 2!' 2
27 41

25 2/
25 26

2.19
2.19

Z 2.19
. 42 342

.19

.67

1.02
.12

.4.74

.3.42

2.45
1.01 .

175
132

57
43

4 3
1

21 22 33 2 2.99 .90
. 9 22 25 43 11425 . .77

4. 31
3.59

\ 2 9 5

289



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

to
LEADER5fP
IMPROVEMENT

REPORTOATE 1 LEVEL

0030..002 06110176 DEPT", HOME & INDUSTRIAL ARTS

SCHOOL NAME ...'-3VE0EMNAME

amwar.of. ALL,SCHOOLS.IN SURVEY

4

SHOULD BE

LL Alomg SCWOOLS
---------.

Is
REOliEN05, 25 24 27 28 29 30

1 /

:N

0-

S

SO
9

9 1. 2 9 43j 24
.9 2.7 42 4 17

S 2. 5 191 42
.4 2. 42 24

.9 2.2 5 7 141 40
'.9113.0 42 1 4r11

2.19 7 11 2 34
.9J1 2.74 42 a 4 17

1.04 2.41 6 8 14 34
. 2.114 42 19

,-ITEIRS
0 AA

25 YOUR LEADERS SHOW TNAT
THE WORK DOME 6V YOU ANO
TOUR PEERS IS IMPORTANT

2 12 1 STUDENTS
2 17 2 TEACHERS

-26 VOU SHAKE. YOUR PROIL
W 1 TH TOUR LEADERS

1 I 4 1 STUDENTS
2 12 2 TEACHERS

2

19
21

-27 you at TOUR PEE RS CAN_i
BRING ABOUT CHANCES IN WHAT

.7500141
I STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

-7-24 itAUERI-Mina OWITS
FOR YOU TO WORK WITH YOUR
MACS IN FRIENDLYAAVS

1/ 1 STUDENTS
22 2 TEACHERS

-X* mat
AS /UCH CCNCERN ASCOT A JOB
1EI140 DONE AS DO LIADEMS

17 10 1 STUDENTS
le 14 2 TEACHERS

----SO TOO /MD YOUR PIERS TELL
'IT .LIKE IT IS° TO ma
LEADERS

17 If 1 STUDENTS
17 IS 2 TEACHERS

PACIE7.06

Imtdoisttv.

FREOTIENCY

AN .[ g

.

61:

175 57 6 15 33. 17 3.11 .91 .3. 96.

132 43 I 4 18 14 43 3.54 4.11

175 37 7 "19 25 21 23 2.57.1. 2.21
132 43 2

(4
2111 22 3.22 7 3. 02

175 57 9 4 20 37.14 2.23 .144.41
132 43 1 8, 24 21 433.24 .751 4.24

175 57 5 19 31 12 3.02 .911 3.96
132 43 4 17.35 44 3.15 3.17.

175 57 11 10 17 30 25 72.1:1 1.00 1.12
132 43 9 20 . 27 63 2.31. .74 3.48

/75 37 . 9 111 27; si 7 3.0/ .96 3.21
132 43 7 20.30 43 /4.41 .704.46

296
290



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEN

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

z

!to,

SCRO0L-0061 REPORT DAYS LEVEL

0034k-aoa 01/10,17A oirs-eismaCiNINATRIAL.,MITS
t , iPAGE7.117

SCHOOL NAM! SYSTEM NAME.

ALL NIDDLE'SCNOOLS - suasuuw-,cfe ALL =Mix& IN suavEY

IS

TEAS 31 32 33 34 35 36
SHOULD 'BE -TNTLIIIT

::=
Was

....:.1".:.vammo
010001

FREOUENCY
14. 14

FREOUENCY c.. MINS

Z , 1 3 4 N
8
S

7
0

8
AA

,

31 YOU NAVE A CHOICE TO
Ct' ;HOY CONCERN FOR OTHERS

143 2.36 6 9 Is 14 17 1 STUDENTS , 175 57 i.. 10 3 ,. 23 23- - 54 . 71340 .911-149
.93 3.10 42 4 1 20 21 2 TEACHERS ) 132 44. 17..., 34 43 t3.5111 .51 3.27

3i VOUKTUDEN
pack You ur .

_____-'

.93 1.17 , 7 a 31 34 11 11 1 STUDENTS 13,k-id
,.

: ". N12 Wm.:, ILI &Am :..:1
.91 5.1A 42 5 9 14 30 2 TEACHERS

..
_

430 ..51

7---35-Y0U-CIINNUN1EATE-NITir
LEAVERS TO MU. IMMOVE
THINGS-

1.02-2.23 7 1 23 30 17 13 1 STUDENTS 175 57 4 5 15 at 44 7 .3.11 .91 5.13
.611 3.06 42 2 116 14 23 2 TEACHERS 2.32 43 1 6 14 34 43 3.41 .74 2.31

--"34:11101FCLUSE13-711Y-SCI GET
TOUR IDEAS

.911 2.12 7 1 26 33 13 10 1 ETUDENTS 175 57 4 9 19 23 13 10 2.16 1.01 4:26
1.00 2.74 42 1 16 19 16 2 TEACHERS 132 . 43 1 5 20 31 43 3.43 .72 4.33

i
t

-15 YOUR LEADERS USE YOUR- ..

HELP TO SOLVE A COMM
: PP331.EN

_______
.

.91 1.99 . A 11 28 31 15 6 1 STUDENTS 175 57 I 7 11 29 29 9 2.96 .95 4.30

.117 2.73 42 1 5 17 23 11 2 TEACHERS . 132 43 6 24 . 24 44 345 .67 3.7/6

-36 rate AltriliCOURN0ED-70
GIVE HELP TO OTHERS TO MAKE 0
THINGS BETTER

.93 2.34 7 13 15 34 19 11 -1 stuDENTs 175 37 . 7 3 . 21 30 . 32 7 3.80 .88 3.12
.96 2.93 44 4 14 17 2G 2 TEACHERS 132 43 1 4 20 31 45 3.30 .63 3.66

297'
291



IUMPAID

.9 2.33

.11 2. 4

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

foc
LEADERSHIP

SCHOOLCOOE

0036-002
SOKKIL NAME

IMPROVEMENT ALL MIDDLE SC/10013

IS
FREOLJrNCY, . 2

AN

1

.9 2.1 7 1
1.0 2.11 4

.9
2.311 9 13 12
2.711 42 2 5

.111 2.14 10 1.4 17

21
19 21

_

06110/76 DEPT- HOKE IL INDUSTRIAL ARTS

SYSTEM NAME

UMMAAY OF ALL SC6C0L1 IN SURVE7 .

SHOULD BE
4 ITEMS 37 36 39 40 41 42

37 DECISIONS ARE MADE BY
THOSE CLOSE TO THE P11034111

E
4.5°41 STUDENTS

17 2 TEACHERS

$11-0NES MACNAME-AlifSTONS-
lanai AFFEC1. YOU AI1E MAHE
OF THE ThiNGS YOU FACE

31 13 9 1 STUDENTS
1 13 20 2 TEACHERS

17
20

39 12
1.00 2.66 42 7 13 20

.99 2.17 11 itt. 24 29 LA
.91 3.96 42 1 5 13 17

.911 2.55 13 r 11 .: 31 20
1.03 3604 43 5 13 13

-itYou-ociotorneos----.
INFLUENCE HMV HAPPENS TO
YOU

IS 1 STUDENTS
13 2 TEACHERS

-*a oectsurts ARE MA0E-1M-
UCH A NAY .THAT YOU 00 NOT
NINO CARRYING THEM OUT

1 STUDENTS
111 2.,TEACHERS

---*1 kEibiti-WOM-CILS tOME SE
CAUSE YOUR LEADERS AND
PEERS NOAK TOGETNER

10 1 STUOIATS.
21 2 TEACHEAS

42 YOUR LEADERS TRY TO GET
YOU TO REACH HIGH GOALS

17 1 STUDENTS
26 2 TEACHERS

PAQ0.119

INTUSitY
FREQUENCY

AN S 0 AA
CM, TAWIC

1.

/75 37 14 27 ZAN . 3.31
132 43 32 43 3.51 .6 A. 91

/73 57 10 37 7 347 .89 3.46
132 43 1 . 34 44. 3.51 .6 4.19

175
132

57
43

101 1
2 32

IA
9

43
3.03 .9
3.34 .7

2.118
3.01

175 57 11 2 29 10' 3.01 .91 4.41
132 43 33 43 3.53 4.2.11

173 57 6 31 . 34 11 3.14 . .18 3./3
132 43 I 14 g5 65 3.53 .69 3.69

/75 57 :7 A 22 3 4/ 14 3423 .91 .4:3111
1.32 14 37 45 3.19 .64 3.64

298

292

'



-

DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY
1of.
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

PACIE7.42

SCHOOL COCK , RIP;Ntri LEVEL

'oosi-oos 06110176 011154, NOM& 4..1118U51111111 AATA

scsookouse- SYSTEM NAME

ALL 51001.1.I1C111309.3 SUIRIA/AP .W SCOWLS IS sawn ,

- . IS . -
.

' TENS 4144.65 44 Mt 44
8HOOLD BE

13
42

13
42

1

I7

2
1

.

2
s

% 51
s 1

c

1
1

1
2

1

1
2

4A

1
2

N 1" Ylo
FREOUVICY

..." ..4 C tosa
s 0

I
AA

1.00
1.12

."
--"

.91.2.

.84

2.,
2.

lc.
-..-

3:

: s I

.

3 10.1 TAKE !PART IN JUDO/ MG
OUR PEINIORKANCE

1 sTUDENTs
2 'TEACHERS t,'-.-. .

_
.

. YOUR-PRERYWCUITIN4111--
S EXPECTED OP mem

1. STUDENT3
2 TEACHERS

3-XOUIF1ER0ERS-RORCUIYR--
, A310. TOUR PEERS IN
SI EINCILIf MATS ve

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS' -.

.
. ,

YOUR ICERUERS-USE-WHAT-
, ir sumo ERNA To,AARE

HINGS SETTER
1 KTNOENTS a
2 TEACHERS

,

175
' 132

'
.

175
132

.

175
132

175
132

57
43

.

571.43.1

571.
43

57
43

... .

.

,

:

,

. 5
1

5

50
14

. 31
. 311

/.11 3.419
44 3.31

.

.7

. .6

.84.1%10
... .50

.94

.514.21

4.111

So
3.42

11.

0

3.67

4.45
444

,'

1

1 3

1

1
3

1
&

22 . 27
11 . 115

-
53 35
11 . 43

25 . so
16 3$

4/.., .2.116
3205

11 3.21
- 44 4.74

..

.19 2.211
9 3.30

1.00 2.25
.8 3.03

12
42

14
42

9

10
3'

-142.9S
44 3414

..

.99
.97

.

...._

1.01:i
1.01

2.27
2.89

13
42

14
43

10

y

1

19
.5

2
1

I
1

1
1

1
1

NOTASEORAUIXTECFS-0
HAT YOU OR TOM PEEKS CAN

LP 'mita DECISIONS
1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

8 NOSTILL-VORR-TOCEIHER
o GET THE JOS DONE

1 STUDEKIS .

2 TEACHEAS

175
132

175
132

57
43

.

. 7. 2 7 t 1 29 53
-16 $4

.
131 3. 95
44 305 .69

.

2.30
3.04

16 3
1

57
43

. 0
1

7 1 28 . KS
17 . 35

-14 2.9 .98
45 .57

3.29
11.7.1

2'99

293



'IHAGNOSTIC
SURVEY
for
LEA0Efis1IP

41PROVEIMENT

. _ . .

IS

446dt:1.046
2 J 4

0 A4

- -

Igtool.SostE__ REPORTDATE LEVEL

06/10/76 DEPT- HOME IMDUSUIAL.ANTS0036002

41P40.04AME PAGET."
A11 miume %moms umgaav.oi-aLL SCHOOLS In SURVEY. I

43 3

1S 21 2.2
71 19

TESS 49 50 51 32

9 TOM LEADERS SHARE WITH
DU MOsT ISPOMM4
111N TOU NEED CM OmMT

1 1 SNOWS
241 2 TEACHERS

0 MOST ALL-SE2-ALCNC-kill
ND HELP EACH OTHER

16 3 la' l 1 STUDENTS
2 1 IN 3 2 ZACHEAS

15

22

31
.2 10

51 INFO-ON MHST 'rum um
wow NELL TOO DO IT IS USE0
0 HELP SOLys-PEOBLERS'

18 3 1 STUDENTS
17 20 2 TEACHERS

19
1
2/

2 THEIEM-OEES-O01M-MtIm--
HEIR ;was 00.PEOPLE SE-
om THEm TO MARE DECISIONS

1 STUDENTS
2 TEACHERS

A ,Ij
SHOULD BE

AN 9 0 AA

/75
132

/75
132

175
132

175
132

57
43

57..
43

57
43

57
43

9
2

9

3

4

16
.

14

27
14

26
1.4

28
5 15

35
42

45

.31
31

31
34

nibal
v.r.0

1 3.1 .
44 3.7 .

1404.1 .91
44 3.411 .3

15
45

1
45

3./1. .119
3.6 .7

3
3.5 .71

300

294

s.



DIAGNOSTIC
spool. 0001M7., ; ATIMP1TDAT@ LEVU

01136-0112 06/20/74 .SURVEY
for

011.34-.14101E-4410:1037RIAL .AATS
PA0E1.11

EgSSILISVA. SYSTEM NAMLEADERSHIP
ALL 111001.11. ;SCHOOLS SUNNARYIMPROVEMENT JLL $CI0LS IR SUMO .

S
FREOUENCY

- FACTOR 01151ISUT 1016
SHOULD BE IMMO&

= WM
lag.....v.v. r. L., N

FREQUENCY .: *i
AN

2
S 0 AA

s
AN

s
S

f
0

s
AA

..

ONFLDINCE 4/40 TRUST
. TENS Or 04 05 12 24 15 111

7 16 26 32 41 44 49
2.0 1 STUDENTS 3é 4.41
El/ 2 TEACHERS..

3.41 UZI

_
001111INICATI0SU

, TORS 13 19 20 21 23 24 25
0 33 34 .

2.18 1 STUDENTS ta4 . Ulla
2.11.1 2 TEACHERS 3.40 3.71

TENS 06 241 29 31 36 42 43
- 1

2.32 1 STUOUTS 3.09 4.26
2.96 2' TEACHERS 3.51 3.47

. -

. EC 15ISHPSIIIIIO .
TENS 02 03 07 10 11 22 35
7 30 39

2.11 1 STUDENTS 0.02 4.06
2.63 2 TEACHERS . 3.46 . 3.94

ISENCE-
TEAS OE 09 27 40 45 46 47

50 52 r.
2.22 / STUDENTS 3.041 -4.55
2.95

r
2 TEACHERS 3.56 3.97

-- -

301
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

to,
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL CODE

P034-002

'HOOL NAME

ALL MIDDLE sormaks

-REPO TDAE
04/10/76

0/61ANT

LEVEL

DEPT- Noma C INDUSTRIAL ARTS
SYSTEM NAME

OF ALL SCHOOLS TM SURVEY

PAGEL42

IS
FREQUENCY-

A'N ; 0

CRITICAL ITEMS
STUDENTS

SHOULD SE
FREQUENCY

5 6 7
AU S 0

DOWNY

0 ITEMS WITH HIGHEST INT

NT
flY T

NO

44 11 IT IS FROM YOUR

PRI

OESER0
1:.100M

LE RS TREAT
EE I IT . Im MAYS MICH MARE

El

46 321 HE E
RE 0 T

17 OE ISI -E
INF

ecssIoNs WHICH AFFECT
THIINDS YOU FACE.

THEYTAat BASED OH
Is RIGHT AND FAIR.

FT

BECAUSE OF TN( NAT
WAX TOGETHER.

.T3 33 VOU
1IIPSiVE

Leaouis TO HELP

AND BACK YOU Up. WHEN SO
ARE u.SE

YOU_AND YOUR 'Eats LEADERS

FasEaoL

It YOU IN SUCH A NAV
THEY EXPECT.

USW
TO mRAIT
OF 001

CAUTION IS USSR TO JOONT Ii
reEns o0.

LITER.

302
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

IS CEITIGAL: ITEM_Fte Ncri. TEACMERS
? AN 5 0 AA

0 ITEMS WITH HIGHEST TETE 31 IT

84.71001. COt,4*

00111-002

WOW DAM LEM
06/1W74

SCHOOLNAME

DEPT''UONIE & imoustarAL,Aus
SYSTEM NAME

ALL MODAL SMOLT SUMMARY Am. AU. SCROOLS. IN SURVEY

SHOULD BE TITTEMSETT
WORE

PAGET"3

FRE tJENCY
5 6 7 a ans 14.9
N S 0 AA

INTBI
SM. ITS
SCORE -NO

Amain mr FLAX ION
RADE TAKEN

USE' uisu4i DIET UM /MOUT . Man.
ro HU.P YOU IMPROVE. INFORDIA

MATTER TO

EELS ERIK. ASOUT-OUJICEST
SMILED FOR.
DEVELOPMENT

4.57" .12

tom Decisions wines AFFECT 'LARDERS
OF, IMO TIII/ICS. YOU FILE. Of SURGED

LEVI I ORTIATION I S USED TO JOINT
. -115815-017 . 1.11 I

LIMO.

$1

TA CAMMES.

rimm.ams

MADS THROWN. TEAM11011X. RIEMIESEIRAT
LIL0IIM. J.
TRUES.

UDIEMP-
ILl EIMPRAEI MD.
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CAUSE TOUR LEADERS MO

MORS TOGETNER
1. STUDENTS

-
2 TEACHERS

/34
142

, 411:
", 514

. 7
.

7 ...15
2

2 WI Hi
19 .::. BO

. a
49

.

swils .13.341
BM .59.44/411

1.03
1:02

2.42 3
/11.116 411

10 13
- 1 5

111
10

.

. )1100
21 23
13 23

62. YOUR LEAOESS TAT .70 GET
TO REACH HIGH GOALS
1 STUDENTS

, 2' TEACHERS
134
142

. 49
. 91.2

....9 6
1

:- 1111
; 1

13 ;Am..: naseau43612 - 9341.110
ahlla -al 31411
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL COM REPORT DATE

PACO*"
0036.-002 04/10/74 DEPTo.F1NE ARTS

=NOM NAME SYSTEM NAME

ALL MIDDLE. SCHOOLS SUMMARY- on m.o. =moms IN SURVEY

IS i
43 44 45 46 47 4/

SHOULD BE 4 -114111151'

FREOU Y3 -ITEKS
NA

%
FREOUENCY

mn MI.
AL 0

5
AN

6
S 0 :A

2"-

- 43 YOU TAKE PART IN JUDGING
YOUR PERFORMANCE

1.05 2.22 3 2 . 31 14 11 1 STUDENTS 134 49 . 7 - 5 111 BS . 32 3 .3.04 .8 4.31
1.11 .2.113 41 8 13 20 2 TEACHERS 142 51 . 1 1 1 16 . EL SAS .6 4.23

. YOUit P IA t '"
IS EXPECTED OF 'THEM

.87 .2.11 2 10 20 37 23 6 . 1 STUDENTS 134 42 . 11 7 . 19 31 2 31 1 2.19 .' .4.344
el& EON 41 1. 2 14 18 III 2 TEACHERS 142 514. 1 18 32 49 3.60 .5 4.19

.-_.

165-40UR LEADERS WORK WITH
IfOU AID ma PEEOS, IN
PRIENOLY .NAYS

.98 loll 4 A . 18 38 19 . 1.1 1 STUDENTS .. 134 49 t.. 4 2 11 . 40 .: 39 2 3.22 .1 4.84

.15' Boll 41 '4 6 17 .. 24 2 T EACKERS 142 51.: 2 15 31 48 3.62 off .2.14

.... .

... 46. =At LEADERS usa bitikr
ENE, ,vf INO. CUT° TO NAKE
THINGS SETTER ..

1:07 1.a6 l : La 25 ..sa 14 - El .r. VsTuouns 134 4s., a 6 .. 101 . 28 38 I .16E9 . .69 .4.44
1.00 2:112 41 2 6 , 13 111 , 19 ' 2 TEACHERS 142 IL. I 1 . 4 /11 (RO 48 3.48 ..6' .4.21

,

,

. 1 I MUM& ARE, OROMMILME 60
/HAT YOU OR YOUR 111001S CARR .

_

, HELP MU' DECISIONS
.692._No11 3 8 23 . 36 - 11 .., 7 . 1 STUDENTS 134 46. 4 S , 11 . 31 2 36 . 6 13.011 .9 :40:1/8

.91. MAI 41 .6 .. 11 15 11 2 TEACNERS 142 51 ... 4 . 20 .. 29 48. 3.41 . 3.26

... .

48. HOST ,44r. Naaa. vasuraut ,

;To err -THE .400: DONE
1.013.20111 2 .. 4 29 . 29 23 . 111 1' STUDENTS . 134 . 411L . 7 . "5 .. al .. as ...-. 40 . 6.3.11 . a 5.23
1.002 U N 41 : . 5 - 1S 15 - le 2 TEACHERS 142 514.. . 1 . 12 ..:. 33 48 334 . , .4.03
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IMPROVEMENT

0036-002
IMPORT pox

416410/74

LEVEL

DErse ATT1E. lETS

--SYSTEM NAME
ALL RIDDLE. SC1006.3 SUMMA2Y-.011. M.I. SCMOOLS. IN SURVEY

PACIE9.10

IS SHOULD BE

MI.

. IMUNU
---22222II= IfflgFREOUENCY

AA
HEMS 69 30 51 52 N %

FREQUENCY

, AN S 0 A514

WS

69 YOUR LEADEITS SHARE NUN
.

. YOU MOST ALL4THE MINIM .
TION YOU 3EE0 OR WANT

1.10 UM 3 4 25 . 28 Ts 11 1 STUDENTS 134 Mit. .1 - TAILE . 30 ..7.4 . 1.4142 .14111.411
1.02 2.9I 49 1 5 15 13 14 2 TEACHERS 142 ... 51 :.. '.1 15 e 24 42.14101 .39.42.

:
-20-2112T-ALL UT ALONG WELL .

HELP EACH OMEN .

.941. 2.43 / 4 14 54 30 13tIM 1 STUDENTS 134 6%i. : 4 . 2 -, 22 . 22 342 .4 IWO ' .24.11.42

.94 5.12 41 4 10 15 23 2 TEACHERS 142 :- 51 .. -11304. 41IT SAD ..M.Soll
. ,

--51
1

C 141,0 OM WHAT .YOU 00 AND .

HON NELL YOU DO IT .IS USED
TO HELP .SOLVE POUNPLUS .

,

.

.-.95 2.11 6 10 22 32 21 . 9 1 STUDENTS 184 6 ' . 1 , 4.54 30 4 SS E &All .11.3 4:1111
.99 2.73 44 5 5 16 13 13 2 TEACHERS . 142 -:. 51 .1 7 . 10 .. Elk 04 44E9 .71141.11

.

--DI THE LEADERS MORE NITTA
THEIR PIERS AIM. PEOPLE 12-

r A. OW THEM ITO MANE DECISIONS
.99 2.13 2 10 28 BO 20 . 10 1 STUDENTS 114 .. 69 ...: $ 6 al . 22 . AB 3 .8.13 .921.0.119

1.00 2.71 49 1 6 15 15 14 2. TUCKERS 142 ,- 51 .. . 2 . 23 %TSB , 4$ SAS .531Ahuil

-

. ,..,-..
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SCHOOL COOE REPORT DATE LEVEL

p.:ce3'11
0036-002 04110176 pan, FINE ARTS.

SCHOOL NAME SYSIE21 NAME .

ALL RIDDLE SCHOOLS UANARIV.OFALL SCHOOLS IN Suomi(

,.....rams
FREQUENCY

AN
3
S

3
0 AA

FACTOR. DEFENI TUNS SHOULD

S
7
0

BE

11'

AA
...,

.i.- .

.....

I NTENU

"..."'row..

RE
,x4E

I.
:REQUENCY

AN

CONFIDENCE AND TRUST
ITEMS 01 04 05 12 14 15 16

2.22
17 16 26 32 41 44 49

. 1 sruou -as 345 .4.99
2.91 2 T EACHERS 3.59 A,00

COUIUNICATION
ITEMS 13 19 20 21 23 24 25
30 33 34

214 1 STUDENT S 3.05 4.72
2. 74 2 I EACHERS 3.45 4,28

.

---CINTRIX
ITEMS 06 26 29 31 316 42. 43
51

2.211 1 STUDENTS 3.34 4.31
20112 2 I EACHERS . 3.44 3. 66

MI5 ION-4111MS .
STENS 02 03 07 -10 11 .22 35
37 34 39

zaa STUDENTS 3.09 4.41
1274

.1
2 . T EACHERS 3.45 4..39

1 NTIRACTIINF. INFLUENCE
ITEMS OW 09 27' .40 45 44 .47 .
44 50 52

2.111 1 STUDENTS 343 5.04
2.34 2 T EACHERS 341 4.25

0.'

,

_

327
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. IMPROVEMENT

y

ISCHOOL 1:001 0411 LEVEL

001111-002 . osisans . 0EPTt..F121L-.A1TS .

ALL RIDDLE SCNOOLS -

SYSTEM NAME

SUPINAREOR ILL :11011001S, IN SIAM

PAGEL.12

'OP

..L. IS .
CRITICAL.IITEMIS SHOULD BE -

, I
M......, - FREOUENCY

STUDENTS FFIEOUENCY .....,
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AN
2
3

3
0

4
AA

3
AN

8
3

7
0

8
AA

NM

f

OSTENSin
SCONE

A.M.

.-.

LSTE
NO

04:

"

LEADERS
70U

1141,'.

LINE
AMA
TO

.IIITH.
DO

to ITEMS Nutt HIGHEST .11111

YOU. IN SUCH A WO .
WHAT THEY .EXPECT. I

r

Inf .

IRECT

1
NMI
110

T.
7

.1 /LAU
.

i s

ASTI*
NADI OIUDI

1.40

1.24

as

20

a row
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FOR'

=1211C1C73:11'1.1

DECIMALS
WHI

LEADERS

SEAMS
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saaNISS.

HAYS

CIA YOU
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TO,

AlE.
TIMM

CAII

IMPROIIE.

1-1!..

mix

TARE PART IN 5

. 1

THINGS CODY FFON. . I
II

. F

"r7-1T-T=
as T

OF
AL

1 '441 T

YTFMEI1401

5.41
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5.90

11..1111

12 ,.

17

01"

11

52 ;
41 0

001lAperle Is USED TO if

--.,:,.., 1 LI

swei:sss -IsS.ER.ON
IS RIGHT AHD FAIR::

.

RIO.

HAW.

1610111

FAITH

HCEd

AND TRUST. :IN YCD. -177-1.
..

IT IS PRON UR.:YO

T 'TI
T I

AIR
I

7-1-'7-1."

1

4
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II NELOM

0 IMIll
LEADERS

DEE
T4ERI70

WITH THEIR PEEKS- ENO
HAKE THE DECISIONS.

.

A Y

a ,

0111L
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I

:'
..

i
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT .

SCHOOL COOE REPORT DATE LEVEL

RMAI'll
0036402' oesq..FINN ARTS

SCHOOL NAME SYSTEM NAME

ALL .11100LE SCHOOLS kUNNARY .0F. ALL scnooLs IN suavav .

Is
FREQUENCY5

AN S 0

cairscAL.ims
TEACHERS

SHOULD BE,
FREQUENCY

2 6 7 a

N 5 0 AA

INTENSITY

O ITEMS WITH HIGHEST .INT

ITEM

OA LEADERS US
au Rump

arcrielo.
mutt 0

ANO COMPLE
NHAE..YOU

YOUR PIE

S Ml
Cm

THEY ROOM *ROUT NON L
YOU INP101/E.

ISTOU5I1OVAFTECT7
THINGS YOU FACE.

O RMATION IS USEO. TO
PEERS 00. V

HELP CHANGE HON A

SO THAT YOU OR VOUS
ECISIONS.

IT IS FROM YOUR

4.36 04.

.S3 17 THEY ARE SASE0 ON
.13 AMIE. ARO FAIR.
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

for
LEADERSHIP 4

; IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOLL530E REPORT DATE LEVEL

pA40.010036-000 04/10/76 oviva.l. Symms 4

SCNOOLNAME SYSTEM NAME

ACROSS SCHOOLS UNWARY OF ALL scHooLs iN movar

IS
674.00

iFAE017NCyi

AN.I s

.97 2.4

.94 2.4

.95 2.4

.77 2.1

.97 2.4

.94 2.4

. .91 2.4
.77 2.1_

ALL .ITERS
OTNER CERTu, IE0

SHOULD BE_ _ . _

FREGUENCY
5 e 7

? AN S 0 AA

Icj 24 1 1 TOTAL

.,11 23 1 1 SLACK

1 23 1 2 WHITE

111 3 2JJ 3 DRIBITAL
4 anaakcJA mous
5 SUMO *RICAN
6 MEXICAN Alta ACM

, 7 CUIAN

1U 2

OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF

1 LACA

2 WHITE

3 OTHER

L.

542

70

490

1
1

542

70

490,

2.

100

Ii

100

12

01

.

1

. 1

1

6

F

330

327

37

31

3 . 67

32

37

11

14

35

23

36

2

3:3

3.0

3:11

311, 34
23 3.3

36 3.3

31 3.69

.4 5.39

.7 5.32

. 6 -5.39

. 47 9.20

" 5.39

. 7 5.32

. 6 5.39

.4 9.29



DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

foe
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

IS
117.. :on

MEM/ENC.(
I J 2 3
N S 0

3.11 33 6 1 22

.93 2.50 34 4 2 17

.95 2.64 34 2 IU 27 16

.99 2.14 34 2 20 19

.15 2.60 33 1 4 2 19

1.00 2.28 34 I 151 20 15

SCHOOL COOS

0036-000
SCHOOL NAME

ACROSS SCHOOLS

REPORT DATE LEVEL

06110/76 J OVERALL SYSTEM

syiriii Wm:4

UMMARY .OF ALL SCHOOLS. IN SURVEY .
_ . .

SHOULD BE
I TENS 01.02 03 04 05 06

AA

01 YOUR LEADERS HAVE FAITH
AND TRUST IN YOU

1

26 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAF

TEANNORK-13-USEDIT3
IMPROVE THINGS

11 4 OTHER CERTIF IED STAF

-103-10(Y0W YOUR-PEERVCAN
TAKE PART IN IMPROVING
THINGS

11 4 OTHER CERT IF 1E0 STAFF

-D4 MA LEAD-181-1SRK WITH
SW IN SUCH A MAY THAT 40U

_LIKE TO DO liNAT THEY 2XPECT
17 4 OTHER CERTIF IED STAFF

TEUT
IN YOUR LEADERS

22 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF

YOW LEASER3 URE UtAT
THEY VIDN ABOUT HOS 10.1 ARE
,C101MG TO HELP. YOU INPROVEI 4 Gain CERTIFIED STAFF

331
328

562 100

REOUENCY

14

562 100 1. 2 24

562 100 4 2

562 00 2 21

562 00

062 -100 I

.,

42

53

. EV

34

3.81

1.41

.56 5.63

.41.6.22

.65 6.9



DIAGNO6TIC
SURVEY

foc
LEADERSHIP

IMPROVEMENT

111113110411111 . 0411116 .

ACROSS, SCHOOLS

. liAlliarifigNMEN
SITIMELSYSTIM.

; 11b1Lr iMMEEM=1=1C1=111
i;kovuos

IS . MFAit SHOULD BE MEMO
WM
Mg""'"...... .I.1

FREQUENCY
4 .

FA

IITEMS 117 111, 011,11111.11,12 N %
FREQUENCY

bur ....ons ,,,
r

1

ois
2
a

3
0 . ? Z. I L

g
A.

owes

.11k,S.13
:t+.

.

si

tg,..,....,

.

-:.

A
.

.

. 12

4.,:,,,
.3,f;:
,., ,,i
.,

..'L
2. ill

.

-

13

,-,..
...:...

.

14_311ROUSH
..... 1
. .

.

7.31ICISIONS. ME NAM
213111/022

. OTHER -Comtism, STAFF
.

.

. 562 3301.>.1

.

.
. .

. ..

....,.

. . ,
.

..

.

..
.

..
..4 : 30

,

.J0 3503.411 . .45.4.36

.91 Sal 33 - 1 17 .. 34 . 17

.,. ..

:
..
2

MIK row LEADVIS. SISOISS
WITH YOU OR YOUR. PUPS HAYS
TO. IIIIROVE THINGS.

OTHER CUT IF MD STAFF

.

. 562 100

,

. .... 1 3 . 21 se' M 3.13

,

.

.47 4.15

.911 2.43 34 . 2

,

12 ". 22

,...

19

,

I

13

'arrow Luaus TREAT YOU
IN HAYS 104101 MU YOU FEEL
,INPORTAIIT .

OTHER CERTIFIED STAPF

.

562

.,

/00 - 1 I 27 . as 35 3414
.

: .69 3.15

.91 Lai
, .

!' 33 E 16 . 21 . 55 7

10 YOU 'CM ECU* PEERS TARE A
PART III MAXIM .DECISIONS
MUCH AFFECT . YOU

OTHER -CUTIFIED STAFF 542 100....1 lb 22 . 31 . 35 &AS .65 4.56

.95 2.26 33 7 14 . SS li
-31,is

. . 7

voila Lomas sum mole It
nog YOUR POINT OF VIEW

. OMER CERTIFIED STAFF 542 10G. - 1

\

4 21 .. if 24 3.31 .63 6.11

.11 2.M 34 11 7

.

.., 1 17
.

. If

12 OWE AND. COMPLETE. IINFOR
CATION IS HMO. TO MATE MAT
COY AND YOUR PIEIS DO

OTHER CERTIFIES STAFF

-

562 500

, ,

..
.

. 1
s

...
.

- 11 . 43 35 2.45 . .52

'

6.16

332
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DIAGNOSTIC
WOVEN,
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LEADERSHIP
IMPROVEMENT

SCHOOL COOE REPORT

04110/76 OVIMALL SVATilm

SYSTEM NAME PAot""
0034-000

SCHOOL NAME

ACROSS SCHOOLS UMNAEW.OF ALI SCMOOLS IM SURVEY

..m
Nm. 114.1

IS
FREQUENCY

;
-ITEMS

AA

13 14 15 14 17 18 FREQUENCy

AN

SH6BLB

:

BE

i
AA

INTENSITY

?

13 YOU KRUM NOM RAMS ARE
FROM YOUR LEADERS' POINT
pf Vial

.87 2.39 34 51 I 27 18 4 orm2a CERTIFIED STAFF 542 100 2 7 25 211 3.33 6 5.37

14-LE21E1S-ERUTREVUHAT
THEY SHOULD IUMON IM AM OPER
yilor 11 THOSE INVOLVED

.91 2.45 33 El 8 24 18 4 OTHER CEETIFIED STAFF 5.62 100 1 4 27 31 3 1.64 5.83

13-YOU-FEEL7CCOICITFVOLIC
LEADERS

1.01 2.24 33 A 19 23 1C IN 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 542 100 '1 12 23 291 2 3.24 .7 3.52

LEADERS ismiE VUU
FREE TO COMTMOl YOUR
REHAVIOR

3.24 2 1 10 23 30 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 542 100 1 3 21 SO 3.54 .1 1.

17 WMEN DECISIONS ARE MADE
THEY.ARE EASED 011,111F0 YOU
THINK IS RIGHT AAR FAIR

.10 2.66 33 4 5 25 20 13 4 OTHER -CERTIFIED STAFF 562 100 11 .44 3.113 .3 1.

111.70U fiEL.FRIENDLY MATH
YOUR LEADERS

1.01 2.85 34 1 29 16 22 4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 562 100 - -1 1 23 . SI 35 3.5 . .6 4.1
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RCHOOLOODI *WOW DATE MEL

0036.480 06110116 OVERALL STIETEN

SCHOOL NAVE SYSTEM NAME

Amu swains SUPINAREOF ALL .2411100LI. 111.341111111711.

PAOL,005

t IS
LS 20 El 22 23 24

SHOULD BE "Tli

mom
MCA mum ors

FREOUENCY 4-41TERS
AA

N 14
FREQUENCY

:11 g g
I I, L

111 2.12 34 3 15 34 13 011P°1"4"OTHER

19 vim, oa voua Palms GAM
MING /MOUT CHANGES D1

ES
ClATIFIED STAFF

a

542 100. 1 1 . 12 33 10 35 3.0B .7 -

.01 2.211 33 5 11 28 15 7

20 IDEAS FOR NAYS TO
INPROVE THINGS CONE FRON
AU. CIXICEINED

4 OTHER CERT IF IED 'STAFF 562 100 . 1 3 33 28 35 3.311 5

.03 2.11 33 4 14 31 13

1 YOU OR TOM PIERS CAN
HELP CHANGE NON THINGS ME

1°8114 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 562 100 1 12 31 - 22 34 3.15 .7

.111 2.23 33 I 10 30 16 A

72 SHEN YOUR LEADERS MOW
lam IDEAS THEY TRY TO
USE THEN

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 562 100 1 16 30.. IS 34 244 7

.10 2.26 33 1 17 25

-------23
16

-..------.A

14

0

4

YOU SHARE YOUR FEEL INGS
MITH YOUR LEADERS

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 562

562

100 1 1 14 211 It 34 3.02 .7 4.01

.29 2.12 33 4 15 30

YOU ARE ABLE TO IRPROVE
THINGS

4 OTHER CERTIFIED ST AFF 100. 1 1 13 30 18 34 3.113 .7

331
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IMPROVEMENT

''00HODGC10011.
0034-000 011410/14 OVERALL $WUM

SYSTEM NAME PAGV6 04

/CANS 30100LS 343111411 .OF PIA 50410011, IN 31111/111

IS .. SHOULD BE _3COM

.72

MONTT

5.11

me.
Mw. w. wm

FREOU2ENC_*a
0 A A

76AS 25 26 21. 24 29 30 N
FREOUENCY

W4-1=j11111? I> I1N S AN
6

9
7

0
6
AA

ft,

.91 'tan 33 a 12 U 14
.

. I-

2' VDU 11.6406113 NMI THAT
144C MU CM1NE 1111.9011 AM
701.11 PULS. 15 INPOILTANT

4 NUM -CUTIFIED SWF 542

"

100 . . 9 24 . 1 :34$3.33

.946.11.111 33 ' 1 16 SS 14 6

24 TOD BLAU 101.11.1100111.3111
WITH UNA IMAMS

4 OTHER CUTI/P160 STAPP 562 100. I 1 . I: . BO 17 . 115 1.04 . .77 4:23

.7IL a.* . II ., 1 13 . 33 11

.

1
. I

27..1EMI US. 9009. P13513 GAM
maim &MT ZalAINIES IN WU
I NNE

4 OTHER -VERTU MO UMP . 542 103...

.

1 35 . 34 . 14

.

114.9.111 .70 4.40/

7101636

. .

77 7 7 t 22 2

.

"71116.5'
:. 14

e

11 LIAINIU.PROVIDE OUNCES
POR YOU. TO 1033 VIOL OM

US 011151131.0 MATS
OMR -CUTIPUIS UNPIll

'

. sez

542

Loa:.

113411;.1..3

1

1

3

;... a l

... AIL:-

30...13

13 . 33.416311

: 33103.4117

-

.4714.311

. .73 Iana 403.. . 34 : F3 7 i. all . IS

,
;.

, AIRING
.41

30 TIMIS Awn us wow nor
IIS ISM COMAS MUM 4 JOS

VOW 43 SO ALUMS
MINER -CUII11410 STAFF

.

.1111.

., ..

..,
34 T. - I 13 : Si . 14

111
%taiga=

:011

10..000 am. youVoans. nu.
:91.14*. 214.119,. 'r0. YOUR

.

17311141.031313131) 4TAH ., MI 4131::::,,....

.

-
, .

' ..

11

1 .. 81 4: se Isaa4
4
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PX010.01

IS
ITEMS 31 .32. .23 36 If 36 .

lerp...j";iira SHOULD SE !NUM
20106

FINNS...... oar
FREQUENCY

N SS
FREQUENCY .., .. v......

or,..,..
' 'vroGM

? Li gA!, ?As.:LL

.91MUS4 . 34

_

! . 3 6 't 16 23

.

.'
? 2

i t

51 VW HAVE A CHANCE TO
SHOW CONCERN FOR. OTHERS

4 OTHER CUTICIED STAFF

I

I

'

.. $112 .100a. 2 1:,1.253a.3.42.44.: .41/ &Oa

.91 11.96 33 6 4

7

16 21 311.44C,4

32 TOUR -LEADERS SUPPORT
YOU UP . 1

OTHER 'CERT SPIED STAFF
1

I

I

. 562 low.. . a 17 ai 44 35 .5.66 .54. 4.61

1.01 33 12 U 16

..
-

.
.- 13_

33. YOU CONEUSICATE Nara
LEASERS TO HELP IMPROVE
THINGS

4 OTHER CERTFIFIED STAFF . 562 . 7 . 26 . 21 :! 35 3.36 .70 .5.12

.93 3.12 33 1 17 26 1*
.

.. 6

34 TOUR LIMNERS TRY .TO GET
YOUR IDEAS

4 OTHER CERTIFIED STAFF 562 100:
.

1 1 . 1 la .. FL 35 11.22 .73 5.61

.31 1.20 33 2 14 - 21 15, II

35. VOUS. LEADERS IDE YOUR
HELP TO SOLVE A COMMON
PROBLEM

4 OTHER CUTIF IED STAFF 562

.

Loa.. a ta 21 . 22 35 7144 el 2 501

.97 2.56 34 A 1 22 19 13

36 VOU ARE ENCOURAGED TO
LIVE HELP. TO ODIERS TO LASE
THINGS SETTER

4 OTHER CERTIFIED ST AFF 562 100 1 1 I IA 211 3.2.1 .71 410

336
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DIAGNOSTIC
SURVEY

_ .

IS
.FREouEN Y

AL I g
111.0.0
01.101 VINO

.

33

?

2.
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